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PRAEFATIO. 


Doctrina duodecim apostolorum postquam complura saecula 
ex verbis paucissimis tantum cognita fuit, quae veteres de ea 
communicarunt, exeunte anno 1883 tandem a Philotheo Bryennio, 
metropolita Nicomediensi, viro de litteris christianis egregie 
merito, in lucem edita est. Scriptura cum ad ecclesiam anti- 
quissimam illustrandam permultum conferat, confestim ubique 
terrarum, citra et ultra oceanum, maximo cum studio investi- 
gabatur, et hoc tempore iam ducenti fere maiores minores trac- 
tatus de ea vulgati sunt. Plures viri docti textum graecum 
recudebant et adnotationibus illustrabant, alii scripturam in 
linguam patriam vertebant. Equidem mox translationem ger- 
manicam institui. Textum graecum mihi publicandum esse ratus 
sum, quando Patrum apostolicorum opera denuo edenda essent. 
Cum autem de scriptura plane nova copiosius atque accuratius 
agendum esset, quam ad editionem illam accommodatum est, 
monentibus viris doctis pluribus, inter quos est ille, cuius nomen 
illustre folium praecedens adornat, decrevi, ut scripturam sepa- 
ratim ederem. Quod consilium eo libentius cepi, quod occasio- 
nem dedit exemplarium Patrum apostolicorum, quae adhuc in 
promptu erant, monumento illo antiquissimo atque pretiosissimo 
augendorum, quodque Doctrinae apostolorum scripturae addendae 
erant, quae ab ea dependent, sive eam totam sive partem re- 
petebant, inprimis Canones sanctorum apostolorum ecclesiastici 
et Constitutionum apostolorum liber septimus. 


Plures viri docti, inprimis Philippus Schaff et Benjamin 
B. Warfield , Americani, libros vel tractatus de Doctrina apo- 
stolorum scriptos mihi liberalissime communicabant. Quae be- 
nignitas mihi eo gratior atque acceptior erat, cum tractatus 
nonnulli in ephemeridibus publicati essent, quae extra patriam 
raro leguntur. Itaque non possum yiris illis hoc loco gratias 
non agere maximas. . 


Scribebam Tubingae mense Maio 1887. 
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Anno 1843 I. Guilielmus Bickell*) e codice Vindobonensi 
libellum veterem publicavit, qui inscribitur: Αἱ διαταγαὶ at διὰ 
Κλήμεντος καὶ κανόνες ἐχχλησιαστιχοὶ τῶν ἁγίων ἀποστόλων, Con- 
stitutiones per Clementem et canones ecclesiastici sanctorum 
apostolorum. Appellavit eum Ordinationem ecclesiasticam apo- 
stolorum, germanice Apostolische Kirchenordnung, et titulus apud 
nostrates plurimos invaluit. Equidem in hoe opere secundum 
inscriptionem codicis Vindobonensis libellum, cuius textus infra 
post Doctrinam apostolorum exhibetur, Canones ecclesiasticos 
apostolorum vel brevius Canones ecclesiasticos nomino. 

Libellus iam inde ab anno 1691, quo lob Ludolf?) versio- 
nem aethiopicam interpretatione latina adiecta typis impressit, 
viris doctis notus, neque vero diligentius investigatus erat. 
Whiston *) solus de eius ortu iudicium tulisse videtur, eum ex 
Constitutionibus apostolorum excerptum esse censens. Res textu 
graeco demum publicato aliter evenit. Confestim editor princeps 
sagacissime de libello iudicavit. Agnovit quidem eum plura 
continere, quae etiam in Constitutionibus apostolorum et in 
Barnabae epistula leguntur. Attamen verisimile putavit, eum 
non ex his scripturis, sed e tertia aliqua scriptura, Barnabae 
epistulae simili, et quidem saeculo [II ineunte confectum esse. 


1) Geschichte des Kirchenrechts 1. 
, 2) Commentarius ad Historiam Aethiopicam antehac editam. 


€/ 3) Primitivy Christianity revived 1711 III, 526 sq. 
a 
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Quaesivit quoque, num scriptura eadem esset atque illa, quae 
ab Kusebio et Athanasio sub nomine Doctrinae apostolorum 
commemoratur, et plura attulit, quae huic sententiae favent. 
Altera ex parte autem perspexit, nonnullas esse rationes, ex qui- 
bus scriptura a Doctrina apostolorum diversa habenda esset, 
et considerans, scriptores veteres, qui huius libri mentionem fe- 
cerunt, praeter titulum de eo nihil tradidisse, iudicium ferre non 
est ausus *). 

Cum Bickell de ratione inter Canones ecclesiasticos ac Doc- 
trinam apostolorum intercedente dubius esset, Anglus quidam ”) 
aliquot annis post utramque scripturam nec non illam, quae a 
Rufino Duae viae vel Iudicium Petri appellata est, unum eun- 
demque librum esse censuit. Similiter Hilgenfeld* Canones eccle- 
siasticos et Duas vias vel Iudicium Petri unum librum declaravit 
eumque, cum locus a Clemente Alexandrino velut verba Scripturae 
laudatus in libro legatur, saeculo secundo adscripsit. De tem- 
pore libelli Lagarde * iam aliquot annis ante idem censuit; quae 
autem ratio inter eum ac Doctrinam apostolorum vel Duas vias 
intercederet, non inquisivit. Posteriorum plurimi sententiae 
Hilgenfeldianae assensi sunt. Harnack® tempus libelli tanquam 
non certo indagandum in suspenso reliquit. 

Novam atque accuratiorem quaestionem instituit Krawutzcky®. 
Postquam nonnulla contra sententiam Hilgenfeldianam opposuit, 
demonstravit : 1) libellum, quamquam plura exhiberet, quae etiam 
in parte altera epistulae Barnabae legerentur, tamen non ex hac 
ipsa fluxisse, sed ex epistula potius in Aegypto paullo post scriptu- 
ram compilatam esse, quae sententias rectius dispositas magisque 
cum doctrina Evangelii congruentes contineret; 2) scripturam 
hance, cui verba illa adscribenda essent, quae a Clemente Ale- 
xandrino tanquam verba Spripturae laudantur, in ecclesia prae- 


1) Bickell 1. ὁ. p. 90—97. 

2) Christian Remembrancer 1854 p. 293 sq. 

3) Novum Testamentum extra canonem receptum IV (1866), 95. Idem 
in editione libelli altera 1884 sententiam tuitus est. 

4) Reliquiae iuris eccles. antiquissimae 1856 p. XIX. 

5) Patrum apostol. opp. fase. I part. If ed. IL p. XLVI. 

6) Theolog. Quartalschrift 1882 p. 559. 445, 
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lectam et ad catechumenos erudiendos adhibitam atque ab auc- 
tore Duas vias vel Iudicium Petri appellatam esse, ut Barnabae 
nomini nomen maioris auctoritatis opponeretur ; 3) ex hac scrip- 
tura saeculo quarto ineunte adhibita Barnabae epistula quem- 
dam in Aegypto vel in Syria lbellum Canonum ecclesiasticorum 
vel potius eius partem priorem confecisse singulas sententias 
apostolis singulis attribuentem; simili modo eundem scriptorem 
ignotum canones antiquos in usum suum convertisse eosque sen- 
tentiis ethicis tanquam alteram libelli partem adiecisse; 4) scrip- 
tura etiam auctorem libri VII Constitutionum apostolorum usum 
esse, qui saeculo tertio exeunte in Syria vixisset. Denique Kra- 
wutzcky scripturam illam ex duobus libellis, qui ex ea fluxerant, 
et ex Barnabae epistula, e qua ipsa exarata esse videbatur, re- 
stituere conatus est’). 


ΠΕ 


Cum haec dissertatio sagacissima scriberetur, codex iam in- 
ventus erat, in quo talis fere scriptura legitur, qualem Kra- 
wutzcky quaerebat. Anno enim 1873 Philotheus Bryennias, 
tunc Constantinopoli professor scholae patriarchalis maioris, a. 
1875 metropolita Serensis, a. 1877 metropolita Nicomediensis 
electus, inde ab anno 1877 usque ad annum 1884 membrum 
synodi patriarchae Constantinopolitani, Constantinopoli in biblio- 
theca monasterii patriarchalis Hierosolymitani codicem detexit 
membranaceum anno 1056 a Leone quodam notario scriptum vel 
finitum, qui foliis 120 formae octavae minoris secundum indicem 
haec continet: 

1) Tod ἐν ἁγίοις Ἰωάννου τοῦ Χρυσοστόμου Σύνοψις τῆς 
Παλαιᾶς χαὶ Καινῆς Διαϑήκης ἐν τάξει ὑπομνηστικοῦ (fol. 1—32), 
h. 6. secundum indicem, revera codex Synopsin Veteris tantum 
Testamenti exhibet usque ad Malachiam prophetam ; 

2) Βαρνάβα ἐπιστολή (fol. 33—51); 

3) Κλήμεντος πρὸς Koptwitoug α΄ (fol. 51” med. — fol. 10" 
med.) ; 


1) Scriptura restituta exstat 1. c. p. 4283—45. Anglice versam eam 
repetierunt Hitchcock et Brown, The Teaching of the Twelfe Apostles ed. 
II 1885 p. LXIX—LXXIV. 

a * 


“κυ. 


IV PROLEGOMENA. 


4) Κλήμεντος πρὸς Κορινθίους β΄ (fol. 70" med. — fol. 76* 
med.) ; one 
5) Διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ᾿Αποστόλων (fol. 76* med. — fol. 80) ; 

6) “ErtotoAy, Μαρίας KaccoBoAwy πρὸς tov ἅγιον χαὶ fepo- 
μάρτυρα ᾿[γνάτιον ἀρχιεπίσκοπον ϑεουπόλεως ᾿Αντιοχείας (fol. 
81—82 med.); 

7) Tod ἁγίου ᾿Ιγνατίου ϑεουπόλεως ᾿Αντιοχείας πρὸς Μαρίαν, 
πρὸς Τραλλιανούς, πρὸς Μαγνησίους χτλ. (fol. 825 med. — fol. 
1205 init.). 

Anno 1875 vir doctissimus e codice Clementis Romani epi- 
stulas edidit easque primus integras, cum codex Alexandriius, 
qui eas antea solus suppeditabat, magnis lacunis laboret. Tum 
Adolpho Hilgenfeld codicis lectiones epistulae Barnabae, loanni 
Bapt. Lightfoot et mihi lectiones epistularum Pseudoignatii hbera- 
lissime communicavit. Anno 1883 denique exeunte codicis scrip- 
turam hucusque plane incognitam in publicum edidit, commen- 
tario et prolegomenis eam optime illustrans, scilicet Διδαχὴν 
TOY δώδεχα ἀποστόλων, Doctrinam duodecim apostolorum, vel 
illam scripturam, cuius pars prior fere eadem est cum scriptura, 
quam Krawutzcky ex aliis libris supra nominatis non frustra 
restituere ausus est. Quaeritur autem, num tempus libri a viro 
docto recte definitum sit. Hance quaestionem aggredientibus ante 
omnia nobis inquirenda sunt, quae veteres de libro tradunt. 


ITI, 


Primus inter veteres Doctrinae apostolorum mentionem di- 
serte facit Eusebius. Celeberrimo illo Historiae ecclesiasticae 
capitulo (III, 25), ubi scripturas canonicas et dubias apocryphas- 
que enumerat, inter scripturas dubias Doctrinae quae dicuntur 
apostolorum nominantur. Postquam enim Eusebius libros sacros 
recensuit, cum eos, qui illo tempore ab omnibus recipiebantur, 
tum eos, qui a nonnullis vocabantur in dubium, scilicet epistulas 
Iacobi et Indae, epistulam Petri secundam epistulasque Ioannis 
secundam et tertiam, pergit scribens: “Kv τοῖς νγόϑοις xatate- 
τάχϑω καὶ τῶν IlabAov πράξεων ἣ γραφή, ὅ te λεγόμενος Ποιμὴν 
nat ἡ ἀποκάλυψις Πέτρου, καὶ πρὸς τούτοις ἣ φερομένη Βαρνάβα 
ἐπιστολὴ χαὶ τῶν ἀποστόλων αἱ λεγόμεναι διδαχαί; 
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ἔτι δέ, ὡς ἔφην, ἣ Ἰωάννου ἀποχάλυφις, ef φανείη, ἣν τινες, ὡς ἔφην, 
ἀϑετοῦσιν, ἕτεροι δὲ ἐγχρίνουσι τοῖς ὁμολογουμένοις * ἤδη δ᾽ ἐν τούτοις 
τινὲς χαὶ τὸ καῦ᾽ “MBpatoug εὐαγγέλιον κατέλεξαν, ᾧ μάλιστα Ἕβραί- 
wv of τὸν Χριστὸν παραδεξάμενοι χαίρουσι. Τ᾽ αῦτα δὲ πάντα τῶν ἄντι- 
λεγομένων ἂν εἴη. Quod liber Doctrinae, non Doctrina aposto- 
lorum appellatur, nullius momenti esse videtur. Argumentum 
libri eiusmodi est, ut titulus facile numero plurali exprimi possit. 

Alter, qui libri meminit, est Athanasius. Postquam in 
epistula paschali XXXIX 7), quam a. 367 scripsit, scripturas 
sacras vel canonicas enumeravit, praeter illas scripturas alios 
dixit esse libros, qui quidem non essent canonici, a patribus 
autem confecti, ut praelegerentur eis, qui ad fidem accederent 
et pietatis sermonem doceri vellent, et inter hos hbros nominat 
Doctrinam quae dicitur apostolorum. Verba ipsius sunt: ’AAQ’ 
ἕνεχά γε πλείονος ἀκριβείας προστίϑημι δὴ τοῦτο γράφων ἀναγχαίως, 
ὡς ὅτι ἐστὲ χαὶ ἕτερα βιβλία τούτων ἔξωϑεν οὐ κανονιζόμενα μέν, 
τετυπωμένα δὲ παρὰ τῶν πατέρων ἀναγινώσχεσϑαι τοῖς ἄρτι προσ- 
ἐρχομένοις καὶ βουλομένοις χατηχεῖσϑιαι τὸν τῆς εὐσεβείας λόγον " 
Σοφία Σολομῶντος καὶ Σοφία Σιρὰχ καὶ Hotye χαὶ ᾿ἸἸουδὶϑ" χαὶ 
Τωβίας χαὶ Διδαχὴ καλουμένη τῶν ἀποστόλων χαὶ 6 
Ποιμήν. Καὶ ὅμως, ἀγαπητοί, χἀκείνων κανονιζομένων nal τού- 
τῶν ἀναγινωσκομένων οὐδαμοῦ τῶν ἀποκρύφων μνήμη, ἀλλ᾽ αἵρε- 
τικῶν ἐστιν ἐπίνοια χτλ. 

Alii testes sunt auctor catalogi scripturarum sacra- 
rum, qui tempore Iustiniani conscriptus et in codice Parisino 
Quaestionibus et Responsionibus Anastasii patriarchae Antio- 
cheni (t+ 599) adiectus est, et Nicephorus patriarcha Constan- 
tinopolitanus + 828. Ab illo discernuntur scripturae canonicae 
numero LX, et scripturae, quae sunt extra canonem, numero IX, 
et apocryphae, numero XXV, et inter has et quidem post Petri 
Apocalypsin et ante epistulam Barnabae et Pauli actus recen- 
sentur Περίοδοι xat Διδαχαὶ τῶν ἀποστόλων ὅ). Nicephorus 
in Stichometria post recensionem scripturarum canonicarum ac 
dubiarum, quae sunt in Novo Testamento Apocalypsis Ioannis, 


1) Migne, Patrol. Gr. t. 26 p. 1438. 
2) Cf. Patr. apost. ed. Cotelerius-Clericus 1724 I, 197. Credner, Ge- 
schichte des neutest. Kanon 1860 p. 241. 
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Apocalypsis Petri, Barnabae epistula et Evangelium secundum 
Hebraeos , velut libros apocryphos Novi Testamenti enumerat 
Itinera Petri et loannis et Thomae, Evangelium secundum Tho- 
mam, Doctrinam apostolorum, epistulas Clementis, 
Ignatii et Polycarpi, Pastorem Hermae, et Doctrinae apostolorum 
ducentos stichos attribuit*). Quibus testibus adiungendus est. 
catalogus librorum sacrorum, qui in Synopsi succincta divinae 
scripturae V. et N. T. vulgo Athanasio adscripta inest et circa 
saeculum decimum confectus esse videtur”). Inter easdem fere 
scripturas, quae a Nicephoro apocryphae declarantur , in cata- 
logo tanquam inter ἀντιλεγόμενα vel scripturas dubias Avayy 
ἀποστόλων locum obtinet, scilicet post Itinera Petri et Ioannis et 
Thomae et Evangelium secundum Thomam et ante Clementina. 
Post Nicephorum Constantinopolitanum liber apud Graecos 
paullatim ex usu venit. Anno 1056 quidem teste codice Con- 
stantinopolitano supra laudato a Leone notario descriptus est; 
plerisque autem iam incognitus fuisse videtur. Cum enim sae- 
culo XIJ ineunte Zonaras in Commentario ad Athanasii epi- 
stulam festalem XX XIX *) scribat, Doctrmam apostolorum quos- 
dam dicere Constitutiones esse per Clementem conscriptas, quas 
synodus Trullana a. 692 velut ab haereticis adulteratas ac cor- 
ruptas legi vetuerit, et Blastares saeculo XIV dicat, Doctri- 
nai apostolorum a synodo sexta (vel Trullana) condemnatam 
fuisse *), librum se iam non vidisse produnt. Quae Nicephorus 
Callisti H. E. OH, 46 refert: "Ev νόϑοις καὶ (sc. praeter Actus 
et Apocalypsin Petri atque Hermae Pastorem) 7 Βαρνάβα φερο- 
μένη ἐπιστολὴ καὶ at λεγόμεναι τῶν ἀποστόλων διδαχαὶ κτλ., ea 
haud dubie ex Eusebii Historia ecclesiastica transcripta sunt. 
Inter Latinos duo viri Doctrinae apostolorum mentionem 
faciunt. Alter est auctor libri De aleatoribus, qui sub 
nomine Cypriani ad nos pervenit. Postquam c. 4 verba Pauli 
apostol plura et locum Scripturae incognitum laudavit, verba 
tanquam ex Doctrinis apostolorum deprompta allegat: 


1) Credner 1. ὁ. p. 244 sq. 

2) Credner 1. ὁ. p. 249 sq. Athan. opp. ed. Patav. 1777 II, 154. 
3) Migne, Patrol. Gr. t. 188 p. 863. 

4) Migne, Patrol. Gr. t. 144 p. 1142. 
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Si quis frater delinquit in ecclesia et non paret levi, hic nec 
colligatur, donec paenitentiam agat, et non recipiatur, ne in- 
quinetur et inpediatur oratio vestra’). Cf. Doctr. apost. 14, 2; 
15, 3. Alter est Rufinus, cui in vertenda Eusebii Historia 
ecclesiastica liber nominandus erat, et notandum est, eum librum 
non Doctrinas, ut scripsit Husebius, sed Doctrinam quae dicitur 
apostolorum appellasse. Plures Rufinum alio quoque loco scrip- 
turam nostram commemorare putant. Cum in Expositione in 
symbolum apostolorum ὁ. 36—388, ubi catalogum exhibet scrip- 
turarum sanctarum, qui cum catalogo Athanasii plerumque con- 
venit, libellum laudet, qui appellatur Duae viae vel [π- 
dicium Petri (vel, ut codices nonnulli legunt, Iudicium se- 
cundum Petrum), eumque eo fere loco ponat, ubi episcopus 
Alexandrinus Doctrinam apostolorum nominat, Bryennius?) ver- 
bis illis Doctrinam apostolorum vel saltem capita scripturae sex 
priora designari coniecit, eique plurimi assensi sunt, praesertim 
Harnack 5), Schaff*) et hoc testante omnes fere Angli et Ame- 
ricani.- Et si libellus a Rufino Indicium Petri appellatus idem 
est cum Doctrina apostolorum vel parte huius libri, etiam Hie- 
ronymus eius testibus adnumerandus est, quippe qui in Ca- 
talogo c. 1 inter scripturas apocryphas Petro apostolo adscriptas 


librum commemoret Iudicium vocatum. Sententia autem VIX | 


recta est. Libellum illum Doctrinae apostolorum sane similem 
fuisse titulus prior (Duae viae) probat. Difficillmum vero est 
ad intellegendum, Doctrinam Iudiciam Petri (vel secundum Pe- 
trum) nominatam esse, cum nomen apostoli nec semel in scrip- 
tura nobis occurrat. Scriptura a Rufino Duae viae vel Indicium 
Petri appellata, nisi forte cum libro aliquo tertio nunc deper- 
dito, potius cum Canonibus ecclesiasticis eadem habenda est, cum 
hic libellus revera descriptionem duarum viarum contineat et 
Petrus in eo non solum saepius quam reliqui apostoli, sed etiam, 


1) Cypr. opp. ed. Hartel III, 96. 

2) Διδαχὴ τ. δ. ἀποστόλων σελ. x0". 

3) Die Lehre der φιυῦ! ἢ Apostel p. 21 sq. 

4) The Teaching p. 117. Animadverto, quod titulum a Rufino tra- 
ditum iam Krawutzcky scripturae a se quaesitae attribuit, Cf. p. III. 


—— 


enc. 
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id quod haud exigui momenti est, ultimus sermonem faciat ’). 

Tertius Latinorum, ut vidit Gebhardt’), Doctrinam aposto- 
lorum interpretatus est. De fragmento versionis, quod ad nos 
pervenit, infra tractabo. . 


IV. 


Cum scriptores hucusque laudati Doctrinae apostolorum ex- 
pressam mentionem facerent, alii libro tacito nomine usi sunt. 

Inter quos primum locum obtinet auctor epistulae Bar- 
nabae, qui non solum maiorem partem capitum I—V vel doc- 
trinae de duabus viis ad verbum exscripsit, sed etiam sententiam 
capitis ultimi in scriptura sua recepit. Illa pars legitur Barn. 
18—20 et infra ita edita est, ut ea, quae a Barnaba ex doc- 
trina desumpta sunt, characteribus obliquis expressa, facile cog- 
noscantur. Hane sententiam Barnabas 4, 9 exhibet, ubi legimus: 
Διὸ προσέχωμεν Ev ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις: οὐδὲν γὰρ 
ὠφελήσει ἡμᾶς ὁ πᾶς χρόνος τῆς ζωῆς ἡμῶν xal τῆς 
πίστεως, ἐὰν μὴ νῦν ἐν τῷ ἀνόμῳ καιρῷ nal τοῖς μέλλου- 
σιν σχανδάλοις, ὡς πρέπει υἱοῖς ϑεοῦ, ἀντιστῶμεν. Doctrina au- 
tem eadem fere ordine inverso exhibet, 16, 2—3 scribens: Οὐ 
yap ὠφελήσει ὑμᾶς 6 πᾶς χρόνος τῆς πίστεως ὑμῶν, ἐὰν μὴ ἐν 
τῷ ἐσχάτῳ καιρῷ τελειωϑῆτε" ἐν γὰρ ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις χτλ. 
Praeterea Barnabae verba Ll, 4: ἀγαπᾶν ὑμᾶς ὑπὲρ τὴν ψυχὴν 
you 6 mandato Doctrinae 2, 7: οὺς δὲ ἀγαπήσεις ὑπὲρ τὴν ψυχήν 
cov repetere licet. [Illus porro verba 4, 1: φύγωμεν οὖν τε- 
λείως ἀπὸ πάντων τῶν ἔργων τῆς ἀνομίας, eb 4,2: μὴ δῶμεν τῇ 
ἑαυτῶν ψυχῇ ἄνεσιν, ὥστε ἔχειν αὐτὴν ἐξουσίαν μετὰ ἁμαρτωλῶν 
χαὶ πονηρῶν συντρέχειν, In memoriam revocant Doctrinam 3, 1: 
φεῦγε ἀπὸ παντὸς πονηροῦ, et 3, 7: ody ὑψώσεις σεαυτὸν οὐδὲ 
δώσεις τῇ ψυχῇ σου Ὡράσος xtA. Denique Barnabas 10, 11 scri- 
bens: χολλᾶσϑε μετὰ τῶν φοβουμένων τὸν κύριον, . . μετὰ τῶν 
λαλούντων τὰ δικαιώματα χυρίου χαὶ τηρούντων, in mente videtur 
habuisse Doctrinam 3, 7: οὐ χολληϑήσεται ἣ ψυχή σου μετὰ xTA., 


1) Idem sentiunt Hilgenfeld (οἵ. Ῥ. II) et Cornely, Introductio in U. 
T. libros sacros I (1885), 215. 
2) Cf. Harnack, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel p. 275—282. 
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et 4, 1: τοῦ λαλοῦντός σοι τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ μνησϑήσῃ κτλ. 1). 

Bryennius quidem nonnullis assentientibus contendit, non 
Barnabam Doctrinam, sed huius auctorem illius epistulam ex- 
scripsisse, et Harnack hance sententiam rectam esse inde probare 
conatus est, 1) quod difficulter quis crederet, Barnabam, si esset 
posterior, omnia dicta evangelica, praesertim 1, 3—6, et sectio- 
nem 3, 1—6 omisisse et ordinem sententiarum consentaneum, quem 
Doctrina exhiberet, plane turbasse; 2) quod non esset verisimile, 
Barnabam e capite XVI, quippe quod esset compilatio ex locis 
biblicis et traditione de Antichristo facta, eam sententiam ele- 
gisse, quae sola auctoris Doctrinae esse videretur; 3) quod Bar- 
nabas loco supra laudato finem mundi ante portam esse voce 
᾿ νῦν indicaret, cum in Doctrina haec vox deesset*). Sed etiam 
multo difficilius est ad credendum, scriptorem adeo sollertem, 
qui in describendis duabus viis ex rudi indigestaque mole, quam 
Barnabas dedisse ponitur, mira cum arte opus optime compo- 
situm efficeret, sententias fere omnes ab alio mutuatum esse et 
librum sic conscriptum insuper Doctrinam apostolorum vel Doc- 
trinam Domini per apostolos gentibus traditam appellasse. Ac- 
cedit, quod sententiae multae in Barnabae epistula eo modo 
digestae sunt, quo ab auctore ipso poni non potuerunt. Sen- 
tentia Doctrinae 4, 12—13 apud Barnabam ita discerpta est, 
ut verba φυλάξεις, ἃ παρέλαβες, μήτε προστιϑεὶς μήτε ἀφαιρῶν 
vix comprehendi possint. Similiter quae Doctrina 4, 5—8 de 
officiis caritatis ergo proximum recte disposita exhibet, ea Bar- 
nabas (19, 8—11) ita divulsit, ut hunc esse compilatorem facile 
perspicias. Cum Doctrina 3,9 porro mandata ody ὑψώσεις σε- 
αὐτόν et οὐ δώσεις τῇ Ψυχῇ cov ϑράσος bene inter se coniungat, 
Barnabas (19, 3) ea iterum separat, alia eis intermiscens. Prae- 
terea post ody ὑψώσεις σεαυτόν addit: ἔσῃ δὲ ταπεινόφρων κατὰ 
πάντα, quae verba glossam compilatoris esse neminem effugiat. 
Plures denique sententiae potius a Barnaba amplificatae quam 
ab auctore Doctrinae decurtatae esse videntur. Cf. inprimis 
Barn. 19, 1—2. Quae cum ita sint, reliquis argumentis, quae 


1) Cf. The Andover Review VI, 95. 
2) Cf. Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel p. 81—87; 287—88, Due Apostel- 
lehre p. 11—13. 
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Harnack attulit, vis magna non est attribuenda. Quod ad ter- 
tiam praecipue attinet, equidem non perspicio, cur fieri non 
potuerit, ut circa annum 100 aliquis finem mundi propinquiorem 
esse putet, quam aliquot annis antea. Quae respiciens Doc- 
trinam Barnabae epistula priorem esse censui '). Idem iudicium 
tulerunt plerique alii, quorum nomina infra c. V commemorantur. 
Nonnulli Barnabam et auctorem Doctrinae 6 tertia scriptura 
tanquam fonte communi hausisse. Hquidem rationes non in- 
venio, quae nos impediant, quin doctrinam de duabus viis a 
Barnaba traditam ex Doctrina apostolorum nostra fluxisse iu- 
dicemus. Ceteroquin de hac re infra ὁ. V accuratius disputabo. 

Post epistulam Barnabae vestigia Doctrinae apostolorum in 
Hermae Pastore inveniuntur. In Mandato XI de prophetis 
agens Hermas fortasse Doctrinam 11, 7—12 in mente habuit. 
In Mandato VIII, 5 catalogus peccatorum legitur, qui facile 
Doctrinam 5, 1 vel descriptionem viae malae in memoriam re- 
vocet. In Visione HI, 4,3 Hermas commemorat τοὺς διψύχους 
τοὺς διαλογιζομένους ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις αὐτῶν, εἰ ἄρα ἔστιν ταῦτα 
ἢ οὖκ ἔστιν, cum Doctrina 4, 4 habeat: οὐ διψυχήσεις, πότερον 
ἔσται ταῦτα ἣ οὔ. Non quidem certum esse dixerim, locos illos 
e Doctrina repetendos esse, cum priores duo non satis definiti 
sint, secundus et tertius etiam in Barnabae epistula exstent. 
Attamen probabiliter Doctrina eorum fons putatur, atque cer- 
tius est, Mandatum IJ, 4—5 ex hac scriptura 1,5; 4,7 fluxisse. 
Loci hi sunt: 


Doctrina. 
4,7: ΟΝ ὁ στώσευς δοῦναι 
IE BE Παντὶ 
τῷ αἰτοῦντί σε δίδου χαὶ μὴ ἀπαίτει" 
πᾶσι γὰρ ϑέλει δίδοσϑαι ὁ 
πατὴρ ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων χαρισ- 
Μακάριος 6 διδοὺς κατὰ, 
τὴν ἐντολὴν: ἀϑὥος γάρ ἔστιν᾽ 
οὐαὶ τῷ λαμβάνοντι" εἰ μὲν γὰρ χρείαν 
ἔχων λαμβάνει τις, ἀϑῶος ἔσται" ὃ δὲ 


οὐδὲ διδοὺς γογγύσεις. 


μάτων. 


Pastor. 

Πᾶσιν Sotepovpévorg δίδου ἁπλῶς, 
μὴ διστάζων, τίνι δῷς ἢἣ τίνι py 
δῷς πᾶσιν δίδου" πᾶσιν γὰρ 6 ϑεὸς 
δίδοσθαι ϑέλει Ex τῶν ἰδίων 
δωρημάτων. Ot λαμβάνοντες 
ἀποδώσουσιν λόγον τῷ ϑεῷ, διὰ 
τί ἔλαβον nat εἰς τῷ" of μὲν γὰρ 
λαμβάνοντες ϑλιβόμενοι οὐ δικασϑ'ήσον- 
ται, οἵ δὲ ἐν ὑποχρίσει λαμβάνοντες τί- 


οὖν 


1) Theologische Quartalschrift 1884 p. 397—401; 1887 p. 278—281. 
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Doctrina. Pastor, 
wh χρείαν ἔχων δώσει δίκην,)] σοῦσιν δίκην. Ὃ οὖν διδοὺς &- 
ἀνα το ᾿Ξ λ ἃ Bie οὐ εἰς τί, υῶός ἐστιν᾽ ὡς γὰρ ἔλαβεν παρὰ τοῦ 


κυρίου τὴν διαχονίαν τελέσαι, ἁπλῶς 
αὐτὴν ἐτέλεσεν, μνηϑὲν διακρίνων, τίνι 
δῷ ἢ μὴ δῷ. 
Sententia in utraque scriptura ergo aequalis est; plura verba 
quoque eadem sunt. Itaque verisillimum est, scriptores alterum 
exscripsisse alterum, et Doctrina si prior est epistula Barnabae, 
haud dubie etiam ante Hermae Pastorem est composita. 
Harnack quidem dixit'), sententias in hoc libro rectius 
sibi succedere quam in Doctrina, ita ut ille prior habendus esset. 
Mihi autem haec ratio non eiusmodi esse videtur, ut alter liber 
alteri postponi vel anteponi possit. Etiam Barnabae epistula 
Doctrina posterior declarata est, quamquam in hac sententiae 
longe rectius dispositae sunt quam in illa. Neque inde Doc- 
trinam a Pastore pendere colligendum est, quod auctor illius 
libri de eleemosyna danda sententiam mitiorem proponit quam 
Hermas, qui Mand. II, 4—6 bis inculcat, ut homines dent, non 
dubitantes vel discernentes, cui dent aut cui non dent. Man- 
datum non solum mitius, sed etiam severius reddi potest. Ne- 
que ex eis, quae utraque scriptura de ieiunio dicit, Doctrmam 
Pastore posteriorem esse sequitur”). Pastor sane in hac re 
minus certus esse videtur quam Doctrina. Haec enim 8, 1 docet 
feria quarta et sexta ieiunandum esse, cum in libro illo pastor 
vel angelus Sim. V, 1, 2 se ignorare dicat, quid sit statio. Sed 
verba pastoris minus probant quam verba Hermae. Hic revera, 
de statione loquens, certis diebus se ieiunare prodit, neque du- 
bium est, non paucos, sed multos vel plurimos hance praxin 
secutos esse. Angelus stationem ignorans non contrarium pro- 
bat; simulat tantum se eam non habere cognitam. Neque di- 
cendum est, fore ut Hermas, si esset posterior, Doctrinam, quam 
alibi maximi ducit, plura ex ea transcribens, vel potius eius 
mandatum ad ielunium pertinens prorsus reprobasse putandus 
esset. Hermas ieiunium nequaquam omnino condemnat, sed 


1) Adnot. ad 1, 5. 
2) Cf. Zahn, Forschungen UI, 316 sqq. 
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potius ostendit, quomodo observandum sit, ut placeat Deo, sci- 
liceé ut homines ante omnia servent Dei mandata vel devitent 
peccata, cum alias ascesis illa nihil valeat. Cf. inprimis Sim. 
V, 3, 5. 6. Quod si consideraveris, rem ex contrario se habere 
te non fugiet. Hermas cum dicat accuratius de ascesi ielunii, 
posterior habendus est et quidem eo potiore iure, cum alias 
quoque recentioris se esse temporis indicet, praesertim Mand. II 
de divortio in casu adulteru, de paenitentia in baptismo et post 
baptismum agenda ac de secundo matrimonio disserens ἢ). 
Iustinus quoque doctrinam 5101 innotuisse indicat. Ex 
Apologia I, 61 quidem id non apparet, ut Zahn censuit?). Pu- 
tavit enim vir doctus, verba, quae loco illo verbis Christi Toann. 
3,3—5 et prophetae Iesaiae 1, 16—20 laudatis legimus: xat λό- 
γον δὲ εἰς τοῦτο παρὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων ἐμάϑομεν τοῦτον, nonnisi de 
dicto aliquo apostolorum allegando, sive scriptura sive ore tra- 
dito, intellegenda esse, cumque dictum, quod ei annuntiatum 
esse videtur, non sequatur, vocem τοῦτον delet et verbum vel 
doctrinam, quam Christiani de hac re, scilicet de baptismo, ab 
apostolis accepisse dicuntur, de Doctrina apostolorum interpre- 
tatur. Mea quidem sententia textus traditus nequaquam adeo 
absonus est, ut mutandus sit *).. Sin autem non illo, alio tamen 
loco apologeta notitiam Doctrinae apostolorum prodere videtur. 
Apol. I, 15—18 pauca quaedam ex Christi praeceptis comme- 
moraturus, ut ipse dicit (c. 14), non solum plurima affert, quae 
Doctr. 1, 3—5 leguntur, sed mandatum amoris Dei c. 16 ita 
conceptum proponit, ut eum illam scripturam non respexisse 
vel in mente habuisse vix censere possimus. Postquam enim 
Matth. 4, 10 et Matth. 19, 39 vel potius Marc. 12, 29 com- 
miscens scripsit: χύριον τὸν ϑεόν cov προσχυνήσεις χαὶ αὐτῷ 
μόνῳ λατρεύσεις ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας σου χαὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ἰσχύος 
σου, addidit: κυρίον tov ϑεὸν τὸν ποιήσαντά σε, 1. 6. eadem 
verba, quae Doctrina 1, 2 exhibet. Verba sane etiam in epistula 


1) A. Link, Christi Person und Werk im Hirten ἃ. Hermas 1886 p. ἡ 
—#1, Hermam Similitudinem V scribentem etiamsi non Doctrinam ipsam, 
orationes saltem eucharisticas in ea contentas cognitas habuisse conicit. 

= 2) Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte VIII (1885), 66—84. 

3) Cf. Theolog. Quartalschrift 1887 p. 355—359. 
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Barnabae 19, 2 leguntur. lLustinus autem ea ex Doctrina de- 
prompsisse putandus est, cum hance alii quoque Iustini loci in 
memoriam revocent, cum verba plane eodem ordine afferat, quo 
Doctrina, Barnabas autem scribat: τόν ce ποιήσαντα, cumque 
scriptura illa haud dubie multo notior fuerit quam huius epistula. 
Nec Tatianus nec Theophilus in testibus Doctrinae 
enumerandis silentio praetereundi sunt. [116 in Diatessaron ') 
dicta Evangeliorum Matthaei ac Lucae plane eodem modo inter 
se coniuncta exhibet quo auctor Doctrinae 1, 4 (cf. adnot.). 
Unde probabiliter colligitur, alterum legisse alterum. Posterior 
est autem haud dubie Tatianus, nisi forte versus 1, 3—2, 1 
interpolati fuerimt. De hac quaestione cf. infra ὁ. V. Si enim 
particula non auctori principi, sed posteriori cuidam adiudicanda 
esset, interpolator a Tatiano dependere putari posset. Attamen 
res non esset plane certa. Teste Herma particula illa circa sae- 
culum IJ medium iam exstabat. Dubitare autem licet, num 
Tatiani Diatessaron non postea sit compositum. 
Theophilus Antiochenus in libro ad Autolyeum II, 34 
scribit: Deum humano generi legem dedisse ac sanctos prophe- 
tas misisse, qui unum Deum esse annuntiassent ac praeterea 
docuissent, ἀπέχεσθαι ἀπὸ τῆς ἀϑεμίτου εἰδωλολατρείας χαὶ μοι- 
χείας xat φόνου, πορνείας, χλοπῆς, φιλαργυρίας, ὅρκου ψεύδους, 
ὀργῆς καὶ πάσης ἀσελγείας nal ἀκαρϑασίας, xal πάντα ὅσα ἂν 
μὴ βούληται ἄνϑρωπος ἑαυτῷ γίνεσθαι, μηδὲ ἄλλῳ ποιῇ. Prae- 
cepta quidem prophetis attribuuntur, tam prope vero ad Doc- 
trinam 1, 3 et 2, 2—3 accedunt, ut inde repetenda esse videan- 
tur. Aut fortasse ad usum aliquem baptismalem vel sponsio- 
nem referenda sunt, quam baptizandi emittebant ? Hoc indicare 
videtur sermo coram baptizatis habitus, quem Caspari”) nuper e 
codice Montepessulano saeculi X vel XI edidit, in quo verba 
leguntur, quae verbis Theophili laudatis simillima sunt. Auctor 
enim dicit: Et postea dies quadraginta cum discipulis duodecim 
(filius Dei) est conversatus et docuit eos, ut adnuntiarent suam 
resurrectionem per omnes gentes et baptizarent eos in nomine 


1).Cf. Zahn, Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutestamentl. Kanons 
T, 133 sq. 
2) Kirchenhistorische Anecdota 1883 p. 193—202; cf. p. 197. 
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patris et filii et spiritus sancti in remissionem peccatorum, et 
praeciperent eis, ut recederent a vitiis diaboli, id est ab homi- 
cidio, a furto, a periurio, a fornicatione, ab ebrietate et omni 
vitio malo, et quod 5101 non velint, alii non faciant. Sin au- 
tem ita est, Doctrina probabiliter habenda est fons, e quo for- 
mula illa fluxit. 

Cum in secundo fragmento a Christ. Pfaff sub nomine 
Trenaei invento (Hd. Stieren I, 854) legatur, eos, qui ultimas 
apostolorum constitutiones assecuti sunt (of ταῖς δευτέραις τῶν 
ἀποστόλων διατάξεσε παρηχολουϑηκχότες), Dominum novisse no- 
vum sacrificium in novo testamento instituisse secundum dictum 
Malachiae prophetae 1, 11, atque idem dictum in Doctrina 14, 3 
allegetur, Bryennius in adnotatione ad hunc locum verisimile 
declaravit, δευτέρας illas τῶν ἀποστόλων διατάξεις eandem scrip- 
turam esse cum Doctrina apostolorum. Et recte quidem, si 
fragmentum est episcopi Lugdunensis. Cum autem dubium sit, 
ut Bryennius ipse sentit, an fragmentum Irenaeo sit attribuen- 
dum, sententia non est certa. Si verba illa libro alicui [renaeo 
posteriori adiudicanda sunt, etiam ad Constitutiones apostolorum 
VII, 30 referri possunt. 

Sin Irenaeum Doctrinam legisse probari nequit, Clemens 
Alexandrinus pluribus locis libruni haud dubie respexit. 
Protrept. c. 10, 108 p. 85; Paedag. Il, 10, 89 p. 223; TIT, 12, 
89 p. 305 praeter adulterium vel fornicationem puerorum cor- 
ruptionem tanquam peccatum in Lege vel a Mose interdictum 
allegat, certe Doctrimam 2, 2 ante oculos habens, ubi eadem 
leguntur, cum mandatum od παιδοφϑορήσεις in 5. Scriptura desit. 
In libro Quis dives salvetur ὁ. 29 similiter ac Doctrina 9, 2 de 
sanguine vitis David loquens se non solum primam, sed etiam 
secundam scripturae partem cognitam habuisse prodit. Strom. 
I, 20, 100 p. 377 denique, verba Doctrinae 3, 5 allegans, h- 
brum Scripturam nominat. Cf. adnot. ad locos laudatos. Pro- 
babiliter fragmentum quoque, quod in Nicetae catena in Matth. 
5, 42 et in editionibus Clementis (Klotz ΓΝ, 69 sq.) sub huius — 
nomine legitur, ad Doctrinam referendum est, etiamsi locus prope 
etiam ad Hermae Mandatum I, 4—5 accedit. Cf. loci supra p. X 
transcripti. Fragmentum autem hoc est: Ilomtéov ἐλεημοσύνας, 
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ἀλλὰ μετὰ χρίσεως nat τοῖς ἀξίοις, ἵνα εὕρωμεν ἀνταπόδομα παρὰ 
τοῦ ὑψίστου. Oval δὲ τοῖς ἔχουσι καὶ ἐν ὑποχρίσει λαμβάνουσιν 
7] δυναμένοις βοηϑεῖν ἑαυτοῖς καὶ λαμβάνειν map’ ἑτέρων βουλο- 
μένοις" ὃ γὰρ ἔχων χαὶ δι’ ὑπόχρισιν ἣ ἀργίαν λαμβάνων κατα- 
χριϑήσεται. 

Origenes Doctrinae notitiam prodit Hom. VI, 2 in Indic. 
(De la Rue II, 471), ubi de eucharistia loquens similiter ac 
Clemens de sanguine dicit verae vitis, quae ascendit de radice 
David, quae verba ad Doctr. 9, 2 referenda sunt. Instar ma- 
eistri Doctrimam etiam Scripturam appellasse videtur. De prin- 
cip. ΠῚ, 2, 7 enim, sine Deo nihil fieri probans, haud dubie 
Doctr. 8, 10 respiciens scribit: Propterea nos docet Scriptura 
diwina, omnia quae accidunt nobis tanquam a Deo illata sus- 
cipere, scientes, quod sine Deo mhil fit. Quod autem haec ita 
sint, id est, quod sine Deo milul fiat, quomodo possumus dubitare, 
Domino et salvatore pronuntiante et docente: Nonne passeres 
etc. Hus locos primi ad Doctrinam retulerunt Bornemann et 
Potwin'). Harnack ad Doctr. 1, 3 Hom. X in Lev. (De la Rue 
I, 246) contulit, ubi legimus: Sed est alia reiunandi ratio ad- 
hue religiosa, cuus laus quorundam apostolorum litteris prae- 
dicatur; mvenmus enim in quodam libello ab apostolis dictum: 
Beatus est, qui, etiam reinat pro eo, ut alat pauperem; ipse 
autem locum ad Doctrinam non esse referendum fassus est. 

Kodem fere tempore auctor Canonum ecclesiastico- 
rum scripturam in usum suum convertit, postea auctor Con- 
stitutionum apostolorum, de quibus infra egi. 

Saeculo IV ineunte Doctrina usus est Lactantius. Di- 
vin. Instit. VI, 3—23 et Epit. div. inst. c. 59—60 non solum 
de duabus vis agit, sed in opere breviore Doctr. 1, 2 se le- 
eisse satis clare indicat exponens: primum tiustitiae officium esse, 
Deum diligere ut patrem, qui nos genuit; secundum, hominem 
agnoscere velut fratrem; atque radicem iustitiae et omne fun- 
damentum aequitatis esse illud, ut ne facias ulli, quod pati 
nolis, sed alterius animum de tuo metiaris, vel, ut Div. Inst. 


1) Theolog. Litteraturzeitung 1885 p. 413. The Independent, 21. Jan. 
1886. Cf. Schaff ed. II p. 304, 
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VI, 23 scribit, ut non facias alteri, quidquid ipse ab altero pati 
nolis. Epit. ὁ. 61 denique de affectibus tractans scribit, ex ira, 
nisi intra terminos compressa fuerit, caedes et bella, ex libidine 
illicitos amores, adulteria et stupra oriri, quae verba similia 
sunt Doctrinae 3, 2—8. Sententiae sane etiam in Canonibus 
ecclesiasticis inveniuntur. Haud dubie autem Lactantius ea non 
ex hoc libro paullo ante confecto et minus noto, sed ex illo 
antiquiore et vulgatiore hausit. 

Postea notitia Doctrinae invenitur in scripturis nonnullis, 
quae sub nomine Athanasii ad nos pervenerunt. Auctor trac- 
tatus De virginitate sive de ascesi c. 13 (Migne, P. Gr. t. 28 
p- 266) Doctrinam 9, 3—4 exscripsit. Auctor Syntagmatis 
doctrinae ad monachos omnesque Christianos tam clericos quam 
laicos plures Doctrinae sententias transcripsit (Migne, P. Gr. 
t. 28 p. 833—46) 7). Multo autem liberius egit quam Barnabas 
vel auctores Canonum ecclesiasticorum et libri VIL Constitutio- 
num apostolorum. Quare scripturam non verbotenus, sed eius 
summam tantum repeto, locos e Doctrina desumptos graece 
communicans. 

Ut ex titulo apparet et. scriptura quoque ineunte animad- 
vertitur, auctor vitam describere vult, quam ecclesiae catholicae 
filios et potissimum anachoretas vel monachos agere oportet. 
Itaque postquam dixit, gratia nos salvos esse, gratiam autem 
filios suos filios esse et sapientiae et omnis boni operis peroptare, 
pergit scribens: Κύριον tov ϑεόν σου ἀγαπήσεις ἐξ ὅλης καρδίας 
σου χαὶ ἐξ ὅλης ψυχῆς σου, καὶ τὸν πλησίον cov ὡς σεαυτόν. 
Οὐ φονεύσεις, οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὐ πορνεύσεις, οὐ παιδοφϑορήσεις, 
οὗ φαρμαχεύσεις, οὐ διχοστατήσεις: ἀπέχου πνικτοῦ χαὶ εἰδωλο- 
ϑύτου καὶ αἵματος (D. 1, 2; 2, 2). Quae peccata dicit esse con- 
spicua; alia minora videri, monacho vero nihilominus vitanda 


1) Ad librum de virginitate primus Swainson (ef. Schaff p. 194) 
animum advertit, ad Syntagma doctrinae Harris in tractatu The Tea- 
ching of the Apostles and the Sibylline Books 1885 p. 15. Hane scriptu- 
ram nuperrime Revillout, Journal Asiatique 7°. série t. V (1875) p. 514 sq., 
illam Eichhorn, Athanasii de vita ascet. testimonia 1886 p. 15 sq. 17 sq., 
rationibus vero non sufficientibus, Athanasio adiudicabant. Editores 
Benedictini illam scripturam inter opera Athanasii dubia, hance inter 
spuria recensebant. Cf. Theol. Quartalschrift 1887 p. 361—364. 
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esse, ante omnia commercium feminarum. Deinde guddéttecdat 
τε μὴ εἶναι δίλογον, ph δίγνωμον, μὴ ψεύστην... μὴ αὐϑάδη 
(Ὁ. 2, 4. 5; 2, 8. ὅ. 6). Nec turpe dictum labiis proferendum 
esse nec iuramentum quodlibet (c. 1). Corpus non esse sine 
necessitate nudandum, neque festis gentilium communicandum 
neque sabbata custodienda: pi μαγεύειν, μὴ φαρμαχεύειν, μνῆτε 
ἄλλο (lege ἄλλον) σοι ταῦτα πράττειν ἐπὶ νόσῳ ἣ πάϑους ἀλγή- 
Natl’ μὴ ἀπέρχεσθαι πρὸς ἐπαοιδόν, pte φυλαχτήριον ἑαυτῷ 
περιτιϑέναι, PTE περικαϑαίρειν, pyte μὴν ταῦτά σοι ποιεῖν, pyjte 
ὑπὸ ἄλλου σοι γένηται (D 2, 2; 3, 4). Tum postquam auctor 
adhortatus est, ne quis haberet mulierem subintroductam neque 
cum haeretico vel gentili oraret (cf. D 8, 1. 2), uberius de ie- 
iunio tractat, sic incipiens: μὴ παραβαίνειν νηστείαν, τουτέστι 
τετράδα χαὶ παρασχευήν (Ὁ) 8,1), et ph τι ἐπὶ νόσῳ βεβάρησαι, 
χωρὶς ΠῈεντηχοστῆς μονῆς χαὶ τῶν ᾿᾿πιφανιῶν. Deinde monens, 
ne quis conventus neglegat neque omittat adeuntium fratrum 
pedes lavare (c.2), dicit: μὴ γίνου φιλάργυρος, μὴ αἰσχροχερδής, 
μὴ φιλοχτήμων, μὴ φιλόπλουτος" of γὰρ τοιοῦτοι ϑεῷ ἀρέσαι. οὐ 
δύνανται, . . ἀγάπα πάντα ἄνθρωπον, χαὶ εἰρήνευε μετὰ πάντων, 
nat ped ὧν odx εὔχῃ, εἰ δυνατὸν τὸ Ex σοῦ, χώρις αἱρέσεως" 
ἔχων δὲ μεταδίδου τῷ μὴ ἔχοντι (D 3,5; 2,7; 4, 60). Denique 
postquam de usura non accipienda egit (c. 3), dicit ο. 4: γίνου 
ταπεινὸς καὶ ἡσύχιος, τρέμων διὰ παντὸς τὰ λόγια τοῦ χυρίου 
(D 3, 8. 9). Haec verba ultima sunt, quae ex Doctrina apo- 
stolorum repeti possunt. Quae c. 6 sequuntur: πρῶτον μὲν τὰς 
ἀπαρχὰς τοῖς ἱερεῦσι πρόσφερε, ἔπειτα ϑέλε nal χήρας ἀναπαύειν 
nat ὀρφανοὺς χαὶ λοιποὺς ἀπὸ δικαίων πόνων, Doctr. 13, 4—5 
quidem in memoriam revocant. Propius autem verba ad Con- 
stitutiones apostolorum VII, 29 accedunt, quas auctor cognitas 
se habuisse etiam eo prodere videtur, quod c. 4 de capillis non 
nutriendis loquitur atque tanquam dictum apostoli verba allegat: 
μὴ ξυρῶ τὸ γένειον καὶ μὴ περιχουρείοις χρῶ χειρόμενος (Constit. 
appl, 9. ΟΠ δε. {1 14} 

Cum Syntagmate doctrinae prorsus fere consentit pars Fidei 
Nicaenae 1) altera, cum pars scripturae prior professionem fidei 

1) Auctorem huius scripturae Doctrina apostolorum usum esse pri- 


mus vidit Orris, The Independent, Neo-Eboraci 1886 Aprilis 15. 
b 
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contineat, et quidem symbolum Nicaenum pluribus additamentis 
adauctum, quorum postremo auctor Anthropomorphitarum doc- 
trinam defendit (Migne, P. Gr. t. 28 p. 1836—44). Quae cum 
ita sint, paucis verbis sufficit exponere, in quantum haec scrip- 
tura ab illa discedat. Differentia autem haec est. Auctor Fidei 
Nicaenae non scribit: οὐ φονεύσεις, sed numero plurali utens: 
οὐ φονεύσωμεν χτλ.; post οὐ φαρμαχεύσεις ponit. mandata od 
χλέψωμεν, οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσωμεν (D, 2, 2. 8); pro ἀπέχου πνιχτοῦ 
nat εἰδωλοθϑύτου χαὶ αἵματος exhibet ἀπεχώμεϑα πνικτοῦ χαὶ 
αἵματος χαὶ πλεονεξίας, addens: ὅρα, ἄνθρωπε, μῆτις σε ἀπατῆσει 
τῆς πίστεως ταύτης, ἐπεὶ παρεχτός σε ϑεοῦ διδάσχει (1) 6, 1); 
inter μὴ ψεύστην et μὴ αὐϑάδη imserit: μήτε ὀργίλον, μιῆτε 
πάροινον ἣ φιλάργυρον, μὴ ὑπερήφανον (D 3, 2. 5). 

Quaeritur, quae ratio inter scripturas intercedat, num una 
ex altera, an ambae ex tertia ortum habeant. EK communi fonte 
eas fluxisse censuit Warfield’) et initium scripturae principalis 
(vel Doctr. 1, 2—2, 2) ita restituit: Kuprov tov ϑεόν σου aya- 
πήσεις ἐξ ὅλης χαρδίας cov χαὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ψυχῆς σου, καὶ τὸν 
πλησίον Gov ὡς σεαυτόν" οὐ φονεύσεις, οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὐ πορνεύ- 
σεις, οὐ παιδοφϑορήσεις, οὐ φαρμαχεύσεις, οὐ χλέψεις, οὐ ψευδο- 
μαρτυρήσεις, οὐ διχοστατήσεις ἄπεχε πνιχτοῦ [καὶ εἰδωλοϑύτου] 
nal αἵματος [χαὶ πλεονεξίας]. Revera si textus fideliter est tra- 
ditus, iudicium illud ferendum est. Cum autem textus magnam 
suspicionem moveat, haud plane negaverim, Fidem Nicaenam ex 
Syntagmate profectam esse. 

Saeculo VI exeunte denique loannes Climacus Sinaita 
Doctrinam 1, 4 respexisse videtur scribens: Εὐσεβῶν μὲν τὸ 
αἰτοῦντι διδόναι, εὐσεβεστέρων δὲ καὶ τῷ μὴ αἰτοῦντι, τὸ δὲ ἀπὸ 
τοῦ αἴροντος μὴ ἀπαιτεῖν, δυναμένους μάλιστα, τάχα τῶν ἀπαϑῶν 
χαὶ μόνων ἴδιον χαϑέστηχεν (Migne t. 88 p. 1029). 

Tempore posteriore, ut iam cognovimus, plures quidem 
Doctrinae mentionem fecerunt, nonnulli autem ex eis lbrum 
iam non viderunt vel legerunt. 

Priusquam autem ad aliam quaestionem progredimur, nobis 
investigandum est, num Pseudophocylidi atque auctoribus 


1) Journal of the Exegetical Society 1886 p. 86—91. 
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Libri Iubilaeorum et Oraculorum Sibyllinorum Doctrina aposto- 
lorum innotuerit. Illus Sententiae sane sylloge praeceptorum 
moralium parti Doctrinae morali adeo similis sunt, ut Harris 
annuente Warfield?) non dubitet contendere, scripturam illam 
ab hac pendere atque Doctrinam esse quasi ratione metrica re- 
fictam. Sententia quidem omnino reprobanda est, si I. Bernays 5) 
plerisque assentientibus nuperrime de scriptura pseudographa 
recte iudicayvit, post Ptolemaeum Philometorem et ante Neronem 
sive saeculis I—II ante vel parte saeculi I priore post Christum 
natum a Iudaeo ad gentiles a Iudaeorum sacris non abhorrentes 
instruendos compositam esse censens. Doctrina apostolorum 
autem inventa res denuo inquirenda et ante omnia pars scrip- 
turae Doctrinae similis transcribenda est, ut lector facilius ipse 
iudicium ferre possit. 
Ταῦτα δίκης ὁσίοισι ϑεοῦ βουλεύματα φαίνει 
Φωχυλίδης ἀνδρῶν ὃ σοφώτατος ὄλβια δῶρα᾽ 
μήτε γαμοχλοπέειν, μήτ᾽ ἄρσενα Κύπριν ὀρίνειν, 
ἦτε δόλους ῥάπτειν, pho αἵματι χεῖρα μιαίνειν " 
5 μὴ πλουτεῖν ἀδίχως, ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ὁσίων βιοτεύειν" 
ἀρκεῖσθαι παρεοῦσι χαὶ ἀλλοτρίων ἀπέχεσθαι" 
Ψεύδεα μὴ βάζειν, τὰ δ᾽ ἐτήτυμα πάντ᾽ ἀγορεύειν. 
Πρῶτα ϑεὸν τίμα, μετέπειτα δὲ σεῖο γονῆας. 
Π}ᾷᾶσι δίκαια νέμειν, μηδὲ χρίσιν εἰς χάριν ἕλχε- 
10 μὴ ῥίψῃς πενιὴν ἀδίκως, μὴ χρίνε πρόσωπον" 
ἣν σὺ χαχῶς διχάσῃς, σὲ ϑεὸς μετέπειτα δικάσσει. 
Μαρτυρίην ψευδῇ φεύγειν, τὰ δίκαια βραβεύειν. 
16 Μηδ᾽ ἐπιορχήσῃς, μήτ᾽ “ἀγνὼς pte ἕχοντί" 
ψεύδορχον στυγέει ϑεὸς ἄμβροτος ὅστις ὀμόσσῃ. 
22 ΠΠτωχῷ δ᾽ εὐϑὺ δίδου, pd αὔριον ἔλϑεμεν εἴπῃς" 
πληρώσας σέο χεῖρ᾽ ἔλεον χρύζοντι παράσχου. 


᾿ 1) Harris, The Teaching of the Apostles and the Sibylline Books 1885. 
Cf. Schaff ed. II p. 299 sq. Warfield, Journal of the Exeg. Society 1886 
p. 93. The Andover Review VI, 95. - 

2) Ueber das Phokylideische Gedicht 1856. Cf. Gesammelte Abhand- 
lungen ed. Usener I, 192—261. Primi ad hane scripturam cum Doctrina 
apostolorum comparandam animum adverterunt Usener 1. c. p. V sq. et 
Sabatier, La Didaché p. 51. 
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28 Τ]λοῦτον ἔχων σὴν χεῖρα πενητεύουσιν ὄρεξον᾽ 
ὧν τοι ἔδωχε ϑεός, τούτων χρύζουσι παράσχου. 

90 “Hotw χοινὸς ἅπας 6 βίος nal ὁμόφρονα πάντα. 

92 [Αἷμα δὲ μὴ φαγέειν, εἰδωλοθύτων aneyeoda:. | 

42 Ἢ φιλοχρημοσύνη μήτηρ κακότητος ἁπάσης. 

48 Μηδ᾽ ἕτερον χεύϑοις χραδίῃ νόον, ἀλλ᾽ ἀγορεύων" 
μηδ᾽ ὡς πετροφυὴς πολύπους κατὰ χῶρον ἀμείβου - 
πᾶσιν δ᾽ ἁπλόος ἴσϑι, τὰ δ᾽ Ex ψυχῆς ἀγόρευε. 

149 Φάρμαχα μὴ τεύχειν, μαγυκῶν βίβλων ἀπέχεσϑαι. 

159 ᾿ργάζου, μοχϑῶν ὡς ἐξ ἰδίων βιοτεύῃς᾽" 

154 πᾶς γὰρ ἀεργὸς ἀνὴρ ζώει χλοπίμων ἀπὸ χειρῶν. 
188 Μηδὲ γυνὴ φϑείροι βρέφος ἔμβρυον ἔνδοϑι γαστρός, 
μηδὲ τεκοῦσα κυσὶν ῥίψῃ χαὶ γυφὶν ἕλωρα ἢ). 

Addo versionem latinam, in margine dextera locos Doctrinae 
apostolorum similes indicans. 


Numinis haec plenus monstrat caelestia dona 
Phocylides, nulli cuius sapientia cedit: 
Furtivam vita Venerem taedasque viriles. 2, 2. 
Mitte dolos, servaque manus a sanguine puras. 
5 Ne male ditescas, de iuste vive paratis; 
Sis contentus eo, quod adest, aliena nec aufer. 
Et verum loquitor, nunquam mendacia dicas. 2, 3. 
Principio venerare Deum, cole deinde parentes. 1, 2. 
Fac iuste cunctis, ne te favor abstrahat ullus. 4, 3. 
10 Ne spernas inopem, aut personae deditus esto. 
Iudicio si quem falles, Deus ipse rependet. 
Sis testis verax, et ne non iusta loquaris. 2, 3. 
16 Ne iusiurandum viola, nolensve volensve; 2, 3. 
Nam Deus aeternum periurum quemlibet odit. 
22 Des inopi cito, nec redeat cras ille iubeto. 1, 5. 
Plena dona manu praebens, miseretor egeni. 
28 Si tibi opes fuerint, his auxilieris egeno. 4, 6. 
Pauperibus des inde, Deus tibi quae dedit olim. 
30 Publica sunt vitae iura et concordia cuncta. 4, 8. 
32 [Sanguine ne vescaris, idolothyta devites.] 6,3. 
42 Mater avaritia est cunctorum et causa malorum. 


1) Cf. Poetae lyrici graeci ree. Th. Bergk ed. III. 1866 IL p. 450 sqq. 
Versio est Viti Amerpachii, Poemata Pythag. et Phocyl. Basileae 1554, 
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48 Pectore ne claudas aliudque aliudque loquaris; 2, 4. 
Neve ut per petras polypus muteris ubique; 
Omnibus sis simplex; quae sentis corde, loquaris. 
149 Nulla venena pares, magicos et defuge libros. 2, 2. 
153 De proprio ut vivas, duros tractato labores; 12, 3. 
154 Namque piger manibus vitam sustentat iniquis. 
183 Nec mulier foetum tenerum corrumpat in alyo, 2, 2. 
Nec partum canibus det vulturibusve vorandum. 


Poema profecto complura cum Doctrina apostolorum com- 
munia habet. Nihilominus valde dubium est, num Pseudopho- 
cylides ex hac scriptura hauserit. Quae enim Doctrinae maxime 
propria sunt, in poemate non leguntur. Desideratur mentio 
-viarum duarum, viae vitae ac viae mortis. Desiderantur tria 
mandata principalia. Locum mandati amoris Dei quidem prae- 
ceptum obtinet timoris Dei; sed hoc non prorsus idem est cum 
illo neque ex Doctrina, sed haud dubie ex 8. Scriptura repe- 
tendum est; cetera mandata, mandatum amoris proximi ac regula 
quae dicitur aurea, plane desunt. Desideratur mandatum grave 
Doctr. 2, 7 et mandatum eximium Doctr. 3, 10. Desideratur 
omnino caput III Doctrinae totum et capitis IV pars maior, 
quamquam hic plures sententiae exstant, quas Phocylides non 
potuit praeterire, si id egit, ut scripturam in versus redigeret, 
quas ΥἹΧ omisisset, si eam cognitam tantum habuisset. Ht si 
ea, quae in poemate desunt, Pseudophocylidi Doctrinam non 
innotuisse indicant, altera ex parte sententiae, quae in utraque 
scriptura leguntur, vix eiusmodi sunt, ut poeta eas ex Doctrina 
deprompsisse iudicandus sit. Quae vers. 3—8 leguntur, ex De- 
calogo repetenda sunt. Reliqua praecepta, ad iustitiam prae- 
cipue et caritatem ergo pauperes pertinentia, cum in tractatu 
de officiis hominum vix potuerint praeteriri, non urgere licet, 
nisi forte ita expressa fuerint, ut ratione certa ad Doctriam 
possint referri. uod non accidit. Fons potius principalis, e 
quo Pseudophocylides hausit, est Vetus Testamentum. In versu 
22 etiam verbum 8. Scripturae (Prov. 3, 28) repetiit. Cf. adnot. 
ad Doctr. 4, 7. Quae cum ita sint, Pseudophocylides Doctrinam 
non legisse videtur. Cumque in eius opere vestigia fidei chri- 
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stianae certa omnino desiderentur, ne Christianus quidem ha- 
bendus est '). 

Idem dicendum esse videtur de auctore Libri [ubilae- 
orum. Verba quidem, quibus Noe Iubil. XXVIII nepotes ad- 
hortatur, ut iustitiam operentur, creatorem benedicant colantque 
patrem et matrem, invicem se diligant animasque ab omni for- 
nicatione et immunditia et omni iniustitia custodiant, atque mo- 
net, eos non in iustitia ambulare, sed in via perniciei, alium 
separari ab alio, mutua inter se invidia flagrare neque consen- 
tire®), paene propius ad Doctrinam (1, 2; 2, 2; 3, 2; 4, 3) 
accedunt quam verba Pseudophocylidis. Attamen non adeo cum 
hae scriptura conveniunt, ut ex ea derivari possint, eoque minus 
ad hance referenda sunt, cum auctor Libri Iubilaeorum, si non 
omnia fallunt, Iudaeus fuerit. 

Ad Oracula Sibyllina transeuns praetermitto II, 
56—148, ubi omnes fere Pseudophocylidis versus leguntur, quos 
supra exhibui, cum locus ex huius opere transcriptus sit’). Quaeritur 
autem,num aliquot versus libri III e Doctrina repetendi sint, scilicet: 

36 [At] γένος αἱμοχαρές, δόλιον, κακόν, ἀσεβέων τε 
Ψευδῶν ἣ διγλώσσων καὶ χακοηϑῶν ἀνθρώπων, 
λεχτροχλόπων, εἰδωλολατρῶν, δόλια φρονεόντων, 
οἷς χαχὸν ἐν στέρνοισιν ἔνι μεμανημένος οἶστρος, 

40 αὐτοῖς ἁρπάζοντες, ἀναιδέα ϑυμὸν ἔχοντες. 

80 Καὶ πόλον οὐράνιον καὶ ἥματα καὶ κτίσιν αὐτὴν 
εἰς ἕν χωνεύσει χαὶ εἰς καϑαρὸν διαλέξει. 

Loco priore quidem plura leguntur, quae Doctrina 2, 2—-6 
exhibet. Hic locus Doctrinam 16, 5 in memoriam revocat. 
Neuter tamen eiusmodi est, ut Oracula Sibyllina a Doctrina 
pendere iure concludi possit. Si peccata hominum enumerantur, 
fieri non potest, quin scriptores plus minus conveniant. Simi- 
liter alii loci rem in dubio relinquunt, scilicet II, 167 (cf. Doctyr. 


1) Harnack, Dogmengeschichte 1, 105, poema nuperrime Christiano 
attribuit, sententiam vero non probavit. : ᾿ 

2) Cf. Jakrbiicher der biblischen Wissenschaft ed. Ewald II, 248. Got- 
tingae 1354. Warfield de loco agit in Jowrnal of the Exeg. Society 1886 
p. 95—98. 

3) Oracula Sibyllina ed. I. H. Friedlieb 1852 p. 32—36. 
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16, 4), Il, 253—256 (Ὁ 16, 5), IV, 164 (Ὁ 7, 1), VIII, 399 
Gp 1). 


Ms 


Quaeritur autem, num scriptura codice Constantinopolitano 
tradita eadem sit cum ea, quam testes modo laudati legerunt. 
Plures enim iudicaverunt, praeter scripturam nostram aliam - 
Doctrinam apostolorum exstitisse, vel Doctrinam nostram non esse 
primam, sed ex priore, eaque fortasse iudaica, factam, quae non- 
nisi capita I—VI sive doctrinam duarum viarum vel paullo plus 
amplexa esset. Sententiae vero pauca favent, plura adversantur. 
Veteres non solum partem scripturae priorem, sed etiam alteram 
testantur. Barnabas praeter capita I—V verba Doctrinae 16, 
2—3 exscripsit; Clemens et Origenes respexerunt 9, 2, Pseudo- 
athanasius 9, 3—4, Pseudocyprianus 14, 2; compilator Cano- 
num apostolorum 12, 3 (cf. adnot. ad h. 1.) notitiam Doctrinae 
10, 3 prodit; auctor libri VI Constitutionum apostolorum scrip- 
turam totam explicuit. Certum est igitur, Doctrinam iam tempore 
antiquissimo universam exstitisse, et si res ita se habet, valde 
nobis cavendum erit, ne sine rationibus vere idoneis ex testimo- 
nis veterum aliam scripturae recensionem colligamus. Profecto 
patres testes Doctrinae nostrae haberi possunt ἢ). 

Ante omnia Eusebius et Pseudocyprianus ἢ de 
Doctrinis apostolorum loquentes se aliam scripturam cognovisse 
ac nostram non probant, cum haec secundum doctrinas, quas 
exhibet, facillime etiam numero plurali appellari potuerit. Ne- 
que inde, quod locus a Pseudocypriano laudatus cum textu Doc- 
trinae nostrae non prorsus consentit, hunc scriptorem alium 
textum legisse sequitur. Summam loci saltem ad scripturam 


1) Cf. quae de integritate scripturae (excepta particula 1, 3—2, 1) 
Warfield disputavit contra Me Giffert in The Andover Review VI, 91 —96. 

2) Argumenta, quae in sequentibus refutantur, proponuntur in Jahr- 
biicher fiir protestantische Theologie 1886 p. 302—311. Chiapelli, Studic 
1887 p. 118—148, integritatem Doctrinae similibus argumentis impugnavit 
censuitque praeterea, capita 1- ΤΙ a Christiano e Iudaeis, capita VII 
—XVI a Christiano e gentilibus composita, utramque scripturam saeculo 
primo exeunte exaratam, postea autem, non dicit quo tempore, alteram 
cum altera coniunctam fuisse. 
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nostram referendam esse facile 
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tibi persuades, si locos utriusque 


scripturae inter se comparas, quare hic transcribantur : 


Si quis frater delinquat in 
ecclesia et non paret legi, hic 
non colligatur, donec pae- 
nitentiam agat, et non recipia- 
tur, ne inquinetur et inpedia- 
tur oratio vestra. 


D. 4,14: Ἐν ἐκχλησίᾳ ἔξομολο- 
γήσῃ τὰ παραπτώματά σου. 14,2: 
Πᾶς δὲ ὃ ἔχων τὴν ἀμφιβολίαν μετὰ τοῦ 
ξταίρου αὐτοῦ py συνελϑέτω ὑμῖν, 
ἕως οὗ διαλλαγῶσιν, ἵνα py κοινὼ ϑ' ἢ 
ἣ ϑυσία ὑμῶν. 15, 8: nai παντὶ 
ἀστοχοῦντι κατὰ τοῦ ἑτέρου μηδεὶς λα- 
λείτω,. . ἕως οὗ μετανο ἡ σῇ. 


Plus autem a Pseudocypriano postulari non potest, cum in 


scripturis laudandis omnino non sit diligens. 


Quae enim ex 


Pauli epistulis ad Timotheum, verba utriusque epistulae con- 
iungens eisque alia intermiscens, et ex aliis scripturis allegat, 
a verbis apostoli ceterorumque scriptorum vix minus discrepant, 


quam verba supra citata a Doctrina. 


scribantur. 


De aleatoribus. 


4. Apostolus idem Paulus comme- 
morat, quando ad Timotheum docen- 
dum .. dicens: O Timothee fili, com- 


mendatum serva; noli spernere do- | 


num, quod in te est per impositionem 
manuum seniorum: accingere fortiter 
et viriliter age, ministerium tuum 
cum integritate persupple: esto ce- 
teris in bonis exemplum. Nemo tibi 
contradicat, nemo iuventutem tuam 
contemnat: peccantem coram multis 
argue, ut et ceteri metum habeant, 
et ne communicaveris peccatis alienis. 


9. Et apostolus beatissimus Paulus 
similiter dicit : Videte fratres, ne con- 
figuremini huic saeculo et pompis et 
deliciis et voluptatibus eius, sed con- 
tinete vos ab omni iniustitia saeculi, 


10. Et LIoannes apostolus dicit: | 


Omnis, qui peccat, non est de Deo, 
sed de diabolo est : et scitis, quoniam 
ideo venturus est filius Dei, ut per- 
dat filios diaboli. 


Pauci tantum loci ex- 


Pauli epp. ad Timotheum I. 1]. 

I, 6, 20: Ὦ Τιμόϑεε, thy παραϑήκην 
φύλαξον. 4, 14: μὴ ἀμέλει τοῦ ἐν σοὶ 
χαρίσματος, ὃ ἐδόϑη σοι διὰ προφητείας 
μετὰ ἐπιϑέσεως τῶν χειρῶν τοῦ πρεσ- 
βυτερίου, II, 4, 5 (cf. I Cor. 16, 13): 
σὺ δὲ γῆφε ἐν πᾶσιν, χαχοπάϑησον, .. 
τὴν διακονίαν cov πληροφόρησον. I, 4, 
12: μηδείς cov τῆς νεότητος καταφρο- 
νείτω, ἀλλὰ τύπος γίνου τῶν πιστῶν ἐν 
λόγῳ, ἐν ἀναστροφῇ uta. 5, 20: τοὺς 
ἁμαρτάνοντας ἐνώπιον πάντων ἔλεγχε, 
ἵνα καὶ οἵ λοιποὶ φόβον ἔχωσιν. 5, 22: 
μηδὲ χοινώνει ἁμαρτίαις ἀλλοτρίαις. 
Rom. 12,2: Καὶ μὴ συσχηματίζεσϑε 
Tac. 1, 27: ἄσπιλον 
᾿ξαυτὸν τηρεῖν ἀπὸ τοῦ κόσμου. 


τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ. 


I Joann. 5, 18, 20: Οἴδαμεν, ὅτι πᾶς, 
ὃ γεγεννημένος ἐκ τοῦ ϑεοῦ ody ἅμαρ- 
τάνει.... Οἴδαμεν δέ, ὅτι ὃ υἱὸς τοῦ 


ϑεοῦ ἥκει χαὶ δέδωχεν ἣμῖν διάνοιαν, 


ἵνα γινώσχωμεν τὸν ἀληϑινόν. 
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Athanasius quidem fortasse non de scriptura tota, sed 
de parte tantum locutus est, Doctrinam catechumenis praelectam 
fuisse tradens, cum non scriptura universa, sed capita I—VI 
sola ad proselytos instituendos apta essent. Res vero nequa- 
quam certa est. Pars una quoque scripturae, modo ad catechu- 
menos erudiendos revera idonea fuit, praelegi poterat, altera 
autem praetermitti, Ceterum minime omnino nego, Athanasium 
exemplar decurtatum ante oculos habuisse. Ob usum commo- 
diorem facile fieri potuit, ut capita sex priora sola transcribe- 
rentur. Similiter eam Pastoris partem solam, quae ad catechu- 
menos instruendos apta erat, transcriptam esse inde sequi vide- 
tur, quod Athanasius Mandatum I initium libri Hermae appel- 
lat’). Praeterea Nicephorus probare videtur, exemplaria 
elusmodi decurtata tempore posteriore profecto circumlata esse. 
Numerus ducentorum stichorum, quos Doctrinae attribuit, sane 
ad capita I—VI, neque vero ad scripturam totam quadrat, id 
quod hoc modo perspicies. Si numeros linearum, quas in editione 
Hilgenfeldiana epistulae Barnabae et Clementis obtinent, cum 
numeris stichorum Nicephori comparaveris, illos circiter dimi- 
diam horum partem esse animadvertes*). Itaque si eandem 
rationem in Doctrina statuimus, stichos 480 exspectare licet, 
cum scriptura in editione Hilgenfeldiana lineas 240 habeat. 
Capita Doctrimae sex priora autem in eadem editione lineas 100 
obtinent, capita VII—XVI lineas 140, et inter hos numeros 
eadem ratio intercedit atque inter numeros 200 et 280 (= 480). 
Itaque, si quidem numeri stichorum a Nicephoro traditorum fide 
digni sunt, vix dubium est, Nicephorum de parte vel de capi- 
tibus I—VI Doctrinae locutum esse. Testis autem partis scrip- 
turae minime iam testis alius recensionis habendus est, prae- 
sertim cum de scriptura dicat, cuius altera pars diu ante eum 
exstitit, atque de ea parte, quam ab altera separatam et solam 
transcriptam esse facillimum est intellectu. 

Quae cum ita sint, nec Rufinus aliam scripturam ma- 
nibus tractasse putandus est, si Doctrmam, quod autem minime 


1) Cf. Larsow, Die Festbriefe des h. Athanasius aus dem Syrischen 
iibersetzt 1852 p. 117. 
2) In mea editione numerus paullo maior est. 
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constat, Duas vias appellavit. Accedit, quod ex hoc titulo ne 
id quidem colligi potest, Rufinum capita Doctrinae sex priora 
tantum cognita habuisse. Cum scriptura incipiat verbis: Duae 
viae, illo nomine haud dubie designari potuit, etiamsi praeter 
doctrinam duarum viarum plura alia continebat. 

Nonne autem recensiones doctrinae duarum viarum reliquae 
eiusmodi sunt, ut ab exemplari nostro derivari nequeant? Plures 
hoc iudicium tulerunt. Argumenta vero, quae attulerunt, non 
satis firma esse videntur. 

Barnabae epistula ab aliis recensionibus omnibus tantopere 
discedit, ut nobis valde cavendum sit, ne nimium ex eius textu 
colligamus. Ordo sententiarum prorsus turbatus est; multae sen- 
tentiae, inprimis Doctr. 1, 2-2, 1 et 3, 1—6, omissae, non- 
nullae additae sunt. Ne propositio principalis quidem vel tria 
mandata, quae omnes recensiones in exordio exhibent, intacta 
relicta sunt; tertium mandatum plane omissum est, duo alia 
ubique coniuncta a Barnaba discerpta, secundum insuper mu- 
tatum. 

Expositio duarum viarum, quae in Canonibus ecclesiasticis 
legitur, particula exigua excepta, tam prope ad Doctrinam 1, 1 
—4,8 (plura non sunt transcripta) accedit, ut elus auctor hance, 
non aliam similem scripturam manibus tractasse ture existime- 
tur, praesertim cum 12,3 partem Doctrinae posteriorem quoque 
se legisse indicet. Idem dicendum est de Doctrina latina. Quae 
enim haec praeter textum nostrum graecum continet, ea haud 
dubie non auctori scripturae principi, sed posteriori attribuenda 
sunt, qui ea cum ex epistula Barnabae deprompsit tum ex suo 
ingenio addidit. Auctorem denique Constitutionum apostolorum 
non aliam recensionem quam codicis Constantinopolitani legisse 
inter omnes constat. 

Unum tantum quaeritur, num exemplaria, quibus Barnabas, 
auctor Canonum ecclesiasticorum et interpres latinus usi sunt, 
Doctrinam 1, 3—2, 1 continuerint, quam particulam omnes 
pariter omiserunt, vel particula illa genuina sit. Barnabas qui-- 
dem in hac re non multum probat. Ut tertium mandatorum 
principalium, ne de Doctrina 3, 1—6 dicam, ita particulam 
sequentem praeterire potuit. Idem fere de auctore Syntagmatis 
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doctrinae dicendum est, qui non tantum Doctrinae transcripsit, 
ut eam particulam non legisse cum certitudine contendere pos- 
simus. Neque testes reliqui, nisi uterque eandem particulam 
omitteret, difficultatem pararent maiorem. Auctor Canonum 
ecclesiasticorum cum doctrinam duarum viarum non integram 
transcriberet, sed non solum descriptionem viae mortis, sed etiam 
finem expositionis viae vitae praeteriret, in exordio quoque non- 
nullas sententias omittere potuit. Doctrina latina, in quantum 
fragmentum nobis servatum iudicium ferre sinit, non est versio 
pura. Plura exhibet additamenta, sive ab auctore exemplaris 
graeci sive ab interprete latino facta, et si nonnulla textui ge- 
nuino adiecta sunt, nonne particulam etiam praetermissam esse 
cogitare licet? Cum autem testes in eadem re conveniant, non 
sunt contemnendi, ac revera quaeritur, num particula ab auctore 
Doctrinae profecta sit. 

Particulae authentiam plures viri docti in dubium vocave- 
runt, Krawutzcky, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Gordon, Warfield, 
Mc Giffert ἢ, Bratke, nuperrime etiam Harnack , atque consi- 
derans particulam in eis scripturis deesse, quae in Aegypto ex- 
ortae esse videntur, in eis vero legi, quorum patria Syria vel 
Palaestina est, Warfield descriptiones viarum duarum hucusque 
cognitas in duas familias divisit, aegyptiacam et syriacam 5). 


1) Me Giffert in The Andover Review V, 430—442 etiam particulam 
3, 1—6 et caput VI Doctrinae principali abiudicat. Barnabas vero, qui 
solus illam particulam omisit, testibus ceteris omnibus contradicentibus 
nihil probat. Similiter de authentia capitis VI, quippe quod praeter co- 
dicem Constantinopolitanum ab auctore Constitutionum apostolorum et 
a Pseudo-Athanasio distincte agnitum sit, vix dubium exoriri potest. 
Cf. quae disputavit Wartield ibid. VI, 90—91. 

2) In Bibliotheca Sacra 1886 p. 106 et in The Andover Review VI, 
88 Warfield hoc stemma composuit: 


Autographum Duarum viarum 


ry ° | 
[Textus an ptiacus] [Textus Syriacus] 
BSE Teas BE Ὁ τῇ | 
| | | 
Latinus Barnabas tos ete Nut ot 


Canones eccl. Constit. apost. Cod. Constant, 
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Et si verba δευτέρα δὲ ἐντολὴ τῆς διδαχῆς 2, 1 ita intellegenda 
essent, ut interpretes hucusque voluerunt, scilicet de mandato 
amoris proximi, particula vix genuina declarari posset. Si enim 
interpretatio illa recta esset, verba τούτων δὲ τῶν λόγων ἡ δι- 
cay ἐστιν αὕτη de mandato amoris Dei explicanda essent, quam 
interpretationem falsam esse ex sequentibus evidenter apparet, 
cum dicta evangelica, quae postea proponuntur, non tam ad 
amorem Dei quam ad amorem proximum pertinent. Attamen 
verba δευτέρα ἐντολή nequaquam de amore proximi sumenda 
sunt; denotant potius aliam explicationem mandatorum princi- 
palium indicantque eam viae vitae expositionem, quam Dominus 
Matth. 19, 18 ipse dedit. 

Ex rationibus ergo quas dicunt intrinsecis particula non 
interpolatio habenda est. Rationes vero extrinsecae authentiae 
loci non minus favent quam adversantur. Particula quidem 
apud testes laudatos desideratur. Ham vero antiquissimam esse, 
non solum liber VII Constitutionum apostolorum testatur, in 
quo simili modo ac reliqua scripturae pars recepta est, sed etiam 
Hermas Pastoris auctor, qui Doctrinam 1, 5 exscripsit. Proba- 
biliter verba Clementis Alexandrini quoque supra p. XV laudata 
ad hunc locum referenda sunt. Si particula autem iam ante 
saeculum IIT medium lecta fuisse videtur, si ab eo teste certe 
agnoscitur, qui primus ac solus totam de duabus viis doctrimam 
transcripsit , cum ceteri1, Latino fortasse excepto, eius partem 
tantum exhibeant, iure meritoque quaerimus, nonne potius auc- 
torl quam interpolatori adscribenda sit. Fieri sane potuit, ut 
particula ab alio in scriptura insereretur. At fieri quoque potuit, 
ut mox in exemplari aliquo casu evanesceret, si forte Doctrina 
cum alis scripturis in uno volumine coniuncta in altera foli 
pagina ita incipiebat, ut locus folium sequens expleret, quod 
deperditum fuisse conicere licet'), vel ut a librario vel a tes- 
tibus laudatis praetermitteretur, et si consideravero, quod modo 
dixi, testes maiorem minorem Doctrinae partem neglexisse, hoc. 
mihi verisimilius esse videtur. Omitti autem potuit, quod testes 


1) Sic Gebhardt in editione Harnackiana maiore p. 2179 -- 282. omis- 
sionem particulae explicare studuit. 
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ili scripturam decurtare voluerunt quodque mandata, quae par- 
ticula continet, minus ad catechumenos quam ad Christianos per- 
fectos pertinere putari potuerunt. 

Si particula, de qua agimus, genuina est, causa principalis 
est inanis, qua adducti formam Doctrinae codice Constantinopoli- 
tano traditam non ab auctore scripturae ipso exortam esse non- 
nulli contenderunt, atque ratio inter diversas doctrinae de dua- 
bus viis descriptiones intercedens sic exprimenda est: 


Autographum 


| 
Barnabas | 


Ἔτι Constit. apost. Codex Constant. 
ἘΣ Canon. eccles. 
Latinus 


Quomodocunque autem haec res se habet, sive Doctrina ab 
auctore talis confecta est, qualis nunc legitur, sive plus minus 
diversa, haud dubie ei falluntur, qui censent, partem scripturae 
priorem apud Iudaeos ad erudiendos proselytos confectam, postea 
vero a Christianis sententiis evangelicis, inprimis eis, quae Doctr. 
1, 3—5 leguntur, auctam atque partem alteram adiectam fuis- 
se’). Htiamsi enim particula 1,3—2,1, verba ἐπεὶ of πραεῖς 
χληρονομήσουσι τὴν γῆν 3, 7 ac nonnulla alia delentur, tamen 
vestigia fidei christianae luculentissima in scriptura remanent, 
ita ut religio auctoris non sit dubia. Ante omnia exordium 
(1, 2) ex Novo Testamento repetendum est. Hoc enim mandata 


1) Primi hane sententiam proposuisse videntur Massebieau, in Revue 
de Vhistoire des Religions 1884 p. 168 partem scripturae nostrae priorem 
doctrinam exhibere iudicans, quae prius ad proselytos iudaicos quam ad 
catechumenos christianos erudiendos adhibita esset, et Lightfoot in The 
| Hapositor 1885 p. 8 coniciens, Barnabam et auctorem Doctrinae aposto- 
lorum doctrinam de duabus viis exponentes ex scriptura aliqua iudaica 
hausisse. Postea similiter senserunt Taylor, The Teaching of the Tw. 
Ap. with illustrations from the Talmud p. 21 sq., scripturam iudaicam ad 
saeculum ante vel post Christum natum primum referens; Harris, The 
Teaching of the Ap. and the Sibylline Books Ὁ. 25; Harnack, Die Apostel- 
lehre und die jiidischen beiden Wege p.27 sqq. Harnack p. 52—59 etiam 
textum scripturae iudaicae restituere conatus est et p. 32 hoc stemma 
construxit: 
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amoris Dei ac proximi, quae in illo leeuntur, coniungit eaque 
praeterea vocibus πρῶτον et δεύτερον inducit, cum Vetus Testa- 
mentum his vocibus non utatur et mandata diversis locis ex- 
hibeat. Quibus mandatis auctor regulam quam dicunt auream 
addit et quidem ita expressam, ut ipsam quoque e Novo Testa- 
mento deprompsisse putandus sit. Nec vero hoc solum originem 
scripturae christianam probat, sed etiam alia res. Quomodo 
Tudaeus, si Doctrinam composuisset, fecisset exordium, testis est 
Pseudophocylides, qui eodem fere loco, quo Doctrina mandata 
tria principalia proponit , modo mandata.V—X Decalogi prae- 
mittens, lectorem adhortatur, ut primum Deum honoret, deinde 
parentes. En Christianus et Indaeus! [116 a mandatis illis pro- 
ficiscitur, quae lesus Christus Matth. 7, 12; 22, 37—39 sum- 
mam legis ac prophetarum declaravit; hic a praeceptis Decalogi 
atque eis praesertim, quae in tabulis legis Veteris Testamenti 
primum locum obtinent. Porro auctor 2, 2 scripsit haud dubie 
respiciens Matth. 19,18. Deinde 5,1 quinque peccata commemo- 
rantur, quae, et quidem in eodem ordine, quamquam nonnulla alia 
intermiscens, Matthaeus 15, 19 enumerat. Quae denique 2,7 de 
amore proximi et 4,10 de vocatione hominum dicuntur, ea certe 
doctrinam evangelicam, neque vero iudaicam sapiunt. Haec ad 
sententiam illam refutandam hic sufficiunt. Nonnulla aliae ori- 


[Duae viae iudaicae] 
in diversis formis 


Barnabas 
Prima recensio 
Doctrinae apost. 
Latinus Canon. eccles. Secunda recensio 


Doctrinae apost. 


Cod. Constant. Constit. apost. 
lib. VII, 
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ginis christianae indicia inveniuntur in notis ad 2, 6; 3, 1—2; 
5, 1—2 ἢ. 


Vi. 


In tempore Doctrinae definiendo id inprimis agitur, num 
Barnabas et Hermas eam cognitam habuerint, an huius auctor 
Barnabae epistula et Hermae Pastore usus sit. Si illud accidit, 
tempus epistulae Barnabae est terminus ad quem; sin hoc, eadem 
epistula vel potius Pastor est terminus a quo. 

Editor princeps, Doctrinam illarum scripturarum fontem 
esse censens, eam annis 120—160 adscripsit, et plures eum se- 
cuti sunt, quamquam de tempore non plane eodem modo iudi- 
caverunt. Harnack?) scripturam ad annos 120 (140)—165 re- 
tulit, Bonet-Maury *) partem priorem ad a. 130—140, alteram ad 
a. 150—160. Volkmar‘), scripturam seditione Iudaeorum duce 
Barkochba exorta confectam esse censens, eam annis 133—135 
adiudicavit. Cum autem hi viri scripturam paullo post Hermae 
Pastorem vel epistulam Barnabae exaratam esse putent, nonnulli 
eam tempori etiam recentiori attribuerunt. Krawutzcky °) eam 
circa annos 190—200 et quidem a Theodoto seniore vel coriario 
conscriptam esse iudicavit. Long ὅ) et Cotterill’), Doctrinam 
sine dubio false posteriorem putantes Constitutionibus apostolo- 
rum, de quarto saeculo locuti sunt, Nelson *) etiam de saeculo 
quinto vel sexto. 

Equidem iam supra demonstrasse mihi videor, Doctrinam 
Barnabae epistula priorem esse. De tempore huius scripturae ° 


1) Cf. quae de hac re disputavi in Theologische Quartalschrift 1887 
p- 281—289. Sententiam etiam Hilgenfeld reprobavit in Zedtschrift fiir 
wiss. Theologie 1887 p. 118. 

2) Die Lehre der zwoélf Apostel p. 158—170. Hane sententiam pro- 
babiliorem habet Meyboom, Theologisch Tijdschrift 1885 p. 630, dubitat 
vero de integritate Doctrinae. 

3) La doctrine des douze apétres 1884 p. 34 —36. 

4) Die Lehre der zwilf Apostel 1885 p. 44. 

5) Theolog. Quartalschrift 1884 p. 585. 

6) Baptist Quaterly 1884 Jul.Sept. Cf. Schaff p. 152. 

7) The Scottish Church Review 1884 Jul.—Sept. 

8) Proceedings of Am. Philol. Assoc. 1884 Jul. 
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non omnes quidem iudicium idem ferunt. Nonnulli anno de- 
mum 120 fere, alii iam circa annos 70-—-80 eam exaratam esse 
censent. Mea sententia epistula Nerva imperatore vel saeculo 
I exeunte scripta est. Cf. quae infra de epistulae tempore dis- 
putavi. Sin res ita se habet, Doctrina apostolorum ante finem 
saeculi I exorta est. Quot autem annis antea confecta sit, ac- 
curate definiri nequit, et alii aliter iudicaverunt. 

P. Sabatier 1), considerans ritus baptismi et eucharistiae 
simplicissimos, munera ecclesiastica praeter ac iuxta charismata 
exoriri incipientia atque characterem ut putat iudaicum, Doctri- 
nam iam saeculo I medio conscriptam esse putat. Quomodo, 
inquit, saeculo I exeunte liturgia tam simplex constitui potuit ? 
(uomodo scriptura hoc tempore confecta non mentionem fieri 
explicandum est litterarum commendatitiarum , neque uxorum, 
quae tum temporis rebus ecclesiasticis tantopere studebant, ne- 
que osculi pacis neque aliarum rerum, quas in libro eiusmodi 
exspectare licet? Quomodo autem, inquam ego, his argumentis 
prorsus fere negativis scriptura ad saeculum I medium referenda 
est? Nonne insuper quaedam indicia tempus posterius dilucide 
produnt, praesertim ea, quae de apostolis et Christianis alts 
recipiendis (10, 4.5; 12) et de prophetis diiudicandis (10, 7—12) 
dicuntur, ac notitia librorum Novi Testamenti, quam auctor 
habuisse videtur? Locos omnes, quos e 5. Scriptura repe- 
timus, e traditione orali haustos esse minime est verisimile. 
Quae Sabatier denique de muneribus ecclesiastis dixit, ea vix 
recta sunt. Ex capite XV nequaquam apparet, ecclesiam, im 
qua Doctrina exorta est, charismata tantum cognita habuisse 
neque vero ordines ecclesiasticos. E contra auctor ecclesiis sim- 
pliciter praecipiens, ut episcopos et diaconos eligant, hos ordines 
non suo tempore constitutos esse, sed iam aliquamdiu exstitisse 
satis clare indicat. Alioquin ei accuratius de muneribus agen- 
dum erat. 

Cornely*) ide, quod auctor, semper de Evangelio (15, 3) 
vel de Evangelio Domini (8, 2; 15, 4) loquens, unum tantum | 


1) La Didaché 1885 p. 159—159. 
2) Introductio in U. T. libros sacros I, 214. 


DOCTRINA DUODECIM APOSTOLORUM. XXXII 


Evangelium cognitum ei habuisse videbatur, quodque de docto- 
rum et prophetarum munere extraordinario agit, quod post 
apostolicam aetatem omnino disparuisset, Doctrinam paullo post 
saeculum I medium exortam esse conclusit. Quam sententiam 
Miinchen 1) eo confirmari censuit, quod omnes loci, qui in Doc- 
trina tanquam dicta Evangelii vel Domini afferuntur, praeter 
laudatos 9, 5; 14, 3 (Malach. 1,11. 14) et 15, 7 (Zach. 14,5), 
ut putat, in Evangelio Matthaei leguntur, et scripturam potius 
ante quam post annum 70 confectam esse iudicavit. Sed illo 
modo auctor etiam aliquamdiu postquam Evangelium Lucae iam 
compositum erat, loqui potuit. Demde nequaquam omnia dicta 
Domini, quae in Doctrina allegantur, in Evangelio Matthaei 
inveniuntur; nam dicta Malachiae et Zachariae, quorum alterum 
distincte tanquam verbum Domini inducitur, in hoc Evangelio, nisi 
fallor, non repetuntur. Denique, id quod maximi momenti est, ne 
dicam certum, saltem verisimillimum est, auctorem Evangelium 
Lucae cognitum habuisse. Cf. adnot. ad 1, 3.4 et infra caput IX. 

Bestmann 3) perspexisse 5101 visus est, Doctrinam esse pro- 
fessionem fidei, quam Hierosolymis deletis Christiani e Iudaeis 
Antiochiae Christianis e gentilibus proposuissent cuique hi a. 79 
epistulam Barnabae opposuissent. Ad idem fere tempus (annos 
70—76) scripturam retulit Nirschl*), eam velut editionem auc- 
tam partis epistulae secundae vel moralis Barnabae apostolo 
attribuens, quem anno 76 mortuum esse putat. At rem magis 
affirmaverunt quam demonstraverunt. Doctrina praeterea a Bar- 
nabae epistula tantopere discrepat, ut eidem auctori sine argu- 
mentis gravissimis adiudicari nequeat. 

Equidem hbrum iam circa annum 80 fortasse exortum esse 
haud nego. Attamen eum profecto hoc tempore exaratum esse 
non audeo dicere, cum rationes tempori tam accurate definiendo 
desint. Id solum certum esse videtur, hbrum Barnabae epistula 


1) Zeitschrift f. kath. Theologie 1886 p. 643—73. Similiter Majocchi, 
La Dottrina p. 10—16, scripturam apostolis adhuc viventibus compo- 
sitam esse conicit. 

2) Geschichte der christlichen Sitte 11, 196 ---159, 

3) Litterarischer Handweiser 1884 p. 400. Lehrbuch der Patrologe 
Il, 648. 


ο 
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priorem itaque aliquamdiu ante finem saeculi 1 scriptum esse. Kius- 
dem sententiae sunt vel Doctrinam adscribunt annis 80—100 vel 
120, ad quem annum nonnulli epistulam Barnabae referunt, inter 
Germanos praecipue Th. Zahn (a. 80—120), Petersen, J. Langen, 
Aberle, G. Lechler, G. Bickell, quibus adnumeretur C. P. Caspari 
Christianiae docens, natione Germanus ; inter Gallos L. Massebiean, 
E. Ménégoz; inter Anglos Romestin, Farrar (circa annum 100), 
Lightfoot (a. 80—120), I. Wordsworth, C. Spence, qui insuper 
Simeonem episcopum Hierosolymitanum auctorem scripturae de- 
clarare conatus est; inter Americanos Potwin, Hitchcock (hand 
procul ab anno 100), Ph. Schaff (a. 90)—100); inter Italos 
Chiapelli?). Commemorandi sunt hoc loco etiam Arnold, qui 
de tempore scripturae quidem similiter sentit ac Volkmar eam- 
que decennio saeculi II quarto adscribit, nihilominus eam et 
Barnabae epistula et Pastore Hermae priorem indicat’), atque 
B. Warfield, qui formam Doctrinae codice Constantinopolitano 
traditam ad tempus posterius refert, altera ex parte vero mi- 
nime dubitat, Barnabam ex Doctrina duarum viarum iam ex- 
sistente hausisse, non vice versa. 

Doctrinam saeculo I exeunte, non postea exortam esse etiam 
rationes intrinsecae probant. Scriptura tota antiquitatem sapit 
maximam. Quae de cultu et constitutione ecelesiae dicuntur, 
ea tam simplicia sunt, ut in saeculum II vix quadrent. Vox 
ἐμπλησϑῆναι 10,1 indicare videtur, eucharistiam adhuc cum 
agape coniunctam celebratam fuisse, cum certe iam saeculo II 
ineunte, si non prius, ab ea separata esset. Ho modo, quo 
auctor 15,1, nonnisi scriptores antiquissimi episcopos et diaconos 
tanquam ministros ecclesiae commemorant. Altera ex parte quae 
11, 7—12 et 13, 1—7 de prophetis leguntur, difficulter ad sae- 
culum IJ referenda sunt, Etiamsi enim saeculo II ineunte pro- 
phetae christiani nondum evanuerant, attamen eorum numerum 
satis exiguum fuisse testantur Clemens Romanus, Ignatius et 


1) ‘Tituli librorum vel tractatuum ab his viris compositorum infra. 
e. XI leguntur. 

2) Zeitschrift fiir Kirchenrecht 1885 p. 407—454. Cf. inprimis p. 436 
-- 498, 445—54. 

3) Bibliotheca sacra 1886 p. 101 not. 2. 
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Polycarpus, in epistulis suis eorum omnino non mentionem fa- 
cientes, cum Doctrina praecepta dans ad prophetas pertinentia 
eos adhuc crebriores fuisse annuat. Cf. adnot. ad 9; 11,7; 
15, 1. Falsae doctrinae auctori quidem iam cognitae sunt (ef. 
6,1; 11, 1. 2); nusquam autem haereses certae commemorantur. 
Modus quoque, quo auctor 8. Scriptura usus est, magis ad sae- 
culum I exiens quam ad saeculum II convenit. Non solum 
paucas tantum Novi Testamenti scripturas in usum suum con- 
vertit, sed etiam 8. Scripturam nonnisi raro proprie allegat, et 
si verba ex illa deprompta esse indicat, formulas incertas ad- 
hibet, quae apud scriptores antiquissimos usitatiores, apud po- 
steriores autem rariores sunt. Omnes loci biblici tanquam dicta 
Scripturae (1,6; 16,7) vel Evangelii vel Domini (8, 2; 9, 5) 
inducuntur; dictum Malachiae quoque Domino attribuitur (14, 3). 

At nonnulli vestigia haeresum saeculi II vel alia huius tem- 
poris indicia in libro invenire sibi visi sunt. De haeresibus in 
capite VIII dicetur, Quod autem ad alia temporis recentioris 
indicia adtinet, Harnack') ibrum non ante Hadrianum vel annum 
117 confectum esse inde praesertim colligere voluit, quod in 
ordine apostolorum et prophetarum iam magna corruptio appareret, 
ad sustendandam prophetarum auctoritatem ecclesiis praecepta 
singularia darentur (11,7), auctor iam generationem propheta- 
rum christianorum decessisse proderet et Evangeliis Matthaei et 
Lucae usus esse videretur. At Pauli tempore iam res eo eve- 
nerunt, ut apostolo II Cor. 11, 13 de pseudoapostolis, operariis 
subdolis, dicendum esset, et si circa annum 56 ita erat, vitia, 
quae Doctrina c. 11 commemorat, usque ad finem saeculi I certe 
in rem publicam christianam irrepere potuerunt. Neque ἀρχαῖοι 
προφῆται (11,11), sin aliter prophetae christiani habendi sunt, 
testes saeculi II putentur oportet. Similiter Clemens Romanus 
I, 44,3 generationem presbyterorum iam mortuorum cognitam 
habuit. Idem tandem pater non solum Evangelium Matthaei, 
sed etiam Evangelium Lncae legisse videtur. Lllis itaque argu- 
mentis Doctrina eo minus saeculo II attribuenda est, cum Har- 


1) Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel p. 165 sq. 
ο 
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nack ipse non pauca in scriptura concedat inveniri, quae facilius 
ad annos 80—120 quam ad annos 120—165 referri possint '). 


VII. 


De patria scripturae sententiae non minus variae sunt 
quam de tempore. De Aegypto cogitaverunt praesertim Bry- 
ennius, Harnack, Zahn, Bonet-Maury, Farrar, Romestin, Hitch- 
cock et Brown; de Syria vel Palaestina Caspari, Sabatier, Ar- 
nold, Volkmar (Pella in Peraea); de Antiochia Bestmann; de 
Hierosolymis Spence, Langen, Miinchen; de Antiochia vel Hiero- 
solymis Schaff; de Asia minore Hilgenfeld; de Graecia vel Ma- 
cedonia Wordsworth; de Roma Massebieau; Cotterill etiam de 
Constantinopoli locutus est. Warfield*), scripturam paullatim 
in eam formam redactam esse censens, quam in codice Constan- 
tinopolitano habet, formam priorem (sine particula 1, 3—2, 1) 
Aegypto, posteriorem Syriae attribuit. Similiter sentiunt Bratke 
et Mc Giffert *). 

Cum Doctrina maxime a scriptoribus Alexandrinis lecta et 
commemorata esset, eam in Aegypto confectam esse sequi vide- 
tur. Idem Harnack*) eo probare voluit, quod doctores liberi 
nec non »apostoli« in terra illa diutissime mansissent et Pan- 
taenus solus esset, quem Eusebius inter saeculi I apostolos 
nominare potuit, quodque in doxologia Sahidica vel Aegypti 
superioris aeque ac in doxologiis Doctrinae 8, 2 orationi Domini 
et 9,4; 10,5 precibus liturgicis adiectis, ut formulas breviores 
9, 2.3; 10, 2. 4 praetereamus, vox βασιλεία deesset.. Argumenta 
vero paullum valent. Inde, quod de doctoribus in aliis terris 
nihil traditum est, nequaquani sequitur, eos ibi multo prius quam 
in Aegypto esse desiisse. Plures doctorum insuper, quos scrip- 
tores Alexandrini commemorant, erant doctores audientium nec 


1) Cf. quae Miinchen, Zeitschrift fiir kathol. Theol. 1886 p. 631—40, 
contra Harnack disputavit. 

2) The Andover Review IV, 595; VI, 82. Cf. stemma supra p. XXVII- 
propositum. 

3) Lightfoot scripturam primo ad Aegyptum retulit; postea (The Apost. 
Fathers WI, 1, 739) autem respiciens 9, 4 illum ortum in dubium vocavit. 

4) Die Lehre der zw. Ap. Tl, 168. 
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cum doctoribus confundendi esse videntur, de quibus Doctrina 
dicit. Kusebium autem praeter Pantaenum alios saeculi II apo- 
stolos non potuisse nominare non licet dicere. Cum scriptor 
H. E. V, 10 expressis verbis pronuntiet, etiamtum complures 
fuisse evangelistas sermonis Dei, potius etiam nonnulla nomina 
cognita habuisse putandus est, et id solum dicere possumus, eum 
nomina plura tradere noluisse. Praeterea Pantaenum ne apo- 
stolum quidem distincte appellat. Loco laudato potius de evan- 
gelistis sermonis Dei loquitur, qui apostolorum exemplo studium 
suum ad aedificationem fidei et ad incrementum verbi divini 
contulissent. Quod ad doxologiam attinet, omissio vocis βασιλεία 
eo minus est urgenda, cum formulae, de quibus agitur, etiam 
voce illa praetermissa inter se minime conveniant. Doctrina 
enim legit: ὅτι σοῦ ἔστιν ἣ δύναμις nal ἣ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, 
doxologia Sahidica est haec: qguoniam tuwm est robur et potentia 
m aevum aevi, vel graece: ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἣ δύναμις καὶ ἣ ἰσχὺς 
εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. Loco vocis δόξα ergo doxologia Sahidica habet 
vocem ἰσχύς, neque ullo iure in ea illam vocem defuisse dubi- 
tandum est. Accedit denique, quod vocem βασιλεία Gregorius 
quoque Nyssenus omisit, hanc doxologiam exhibens: ὅτι αὐτῷ 
ἡ δύναμις καὶ ἡ δόξα. 

Itaque remanent nonnisi testimonia extrinseca. Quae haud 
dubie non parvi aestimanda sunt. Attamen originem scripturae 
aegyptiacam non reddunt certam. Probant sane Doctrinam in 
Aegypto diligenter lectam fuisse, vel potius denotant, plura 
scripturae testimonia ab Alexandrinis profecta ad nos pervenisse. 
Cum autem fieri posset, ut scriptura etiam extra patriam in 
usum frequentem veniret, non iam Doctrinam in Aegypto ex- 
ortam esse demonstrant. 

Quaeritur ergo, num forte vestigia in scriptura sint, quae 
alium ortum indicent. Cuiusmodi indicia revera inveniuntur. 
Mentio quae 9, 4 fit frumenti in montibus sati non tam in 
Aegyptum quam in Syriam vel Palaestinam convenit. Harnack 
quidem contendit, orationem, in qua montes commemorarentur, 
a Syria vel Palaestina in Aegyptum tradi potuisse. Lure potiore 
autem, si locus ille in Aegypto scribi non potuit, scripturam 
ipsam alibi confectam esse colligitur. 
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Quae cum ita sint, Syria vel Palaestina probabiliter Doc- 
trinae patria habendae sunt. Syria ideo praeferenda esse vide- 
tur, quia scriptura orationi Domini iam doxologiam adicit, quae 
in illa terra originem habuisse censetur. Palaestinae vero favet 
caput VIII, ubi auctor, hypocritas vel Pharisaeos respiciens, 
medios inter Iudaeos se esse prodit. ; 


ὙΠ]. 


De fide auctoris vel quo tendat scriptura, iudicia diver- 
sissima facta sunt. Auctor et Christianis e Iudaeis et Christianis 
e gentilibus et Ebionitis haereticis adnumeratus est. Hic eum 
Gnosticos et Montanistas, ille eum Paulum apostolum impugnare 
putavit, tertius in ea vestigia Montanismi invenire sibi visus 
est. Alu aliter censuerunt. 

Doctrinam Gnosticis et Montanistis adversari editor prin- 
ceps (Proleg. ὃ δ΄) e pluribus locis colligere voluit. Quae autem 
in parte scripturae priore vel capitibus I—VI leguntur, nequa- 
quam ad eos inter Gnosticos referenda sunt, qui legem Dei vel 
praecepta Decalogi solvere studebant. Auctor in hac parte ne- 
minem impugnat, sed simpliciter summam doctrinae christianae 
moralis exponit. Neque verba scripturae de alia doctrina, qua 
proposita dissolvatur (11, 2), vel de pseudoprophetis ad Monta- 
nistas referenda sunt. Verba illa scribi potuerunt, antequam 
Montanus doctrinam suam edidit et prophetae Montanistarum 
exstiterunt. 

Nec maiore iure Paulus in Doctrina impugnari dicitur ’). 
Ad summum contendi potest, de edendis immolatis simulacrorum 
auctorem (6, 3) aliter iudicare quam apostolum I Cor. 8—10, et 
ne hoc quidem certum est, cum Pauli sententia diligentius in- 
vestigata a decreto apostolorum Hierosolymis congregatorum non 
vel paullulum tantum divergere videatur. 

Doctrinam Ebionitis vel Monarchianis attribuendam esse 
Krawutzcky 5) inde sequi putavit, quod neque operis redemptionis 


1) Hoe contendit Sadler. Churton in scriptura non solum doctrinam 
doctrinae Pauli adversantem, sed etiam haereticam et Sadducaeismum 
sapientem invenire voluit. Cf. Schaff p. 125 not. 

2) Theolog. Quartalschrift 1884 p. 581—585. 
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neque divinitatis redemptoris certa mentio fieret, Christus potius 
aeque ac David (9, 2) puer Dei, παῖς ϑεοῦ, appellaretur (9, 3; 10, 
2.3) et verba de redemptore glorificando, quae Barnabas mandato 
amoris Dei addidisset, deleta essent. Sententia fortasse approbanda 
esset, si auctor Doctrinae Barnabae epistulam legisset atque mutasset. 
Cum autem ratio altera inter scripturas intercedat, res aliter se ha- 
bet. Auctor Doctrinae cum verba Barnabae. de redemptore non 
eliminaverit, sed simplicius tantum de Christo locutus sit, minime 
protinus Ebionita habendus est. Accedit, quod παῖς ϑεοῦ vel 
xvptov Christus etiam a Barnaba (6,1; 9, 2), Clemente Romano 
(I Cor. 59, 2. 8. 4) et ab aliis patribus antiquioribus vocatur, 
neque Doctrina Christum semper hoc nomine, saepius potius 
fiium (7, 1) vel filium Dei (16, 4) et Dominum (cf. index vo- 
cabulorum) appellat. Haec autem nequaquam parvi aestimanda 
sunt, ut Krawutzcky censet. ἘΠ contrario, 14,3 dictum Veteris 
Testamenti Domino attribuens, i. e. secundum locutionem alibi 
usitatam Iesu Christo, et 16, 8 de adventu Domini loquens, cum 
S. Scriptura eodem loco, quem respicit, de filio hominis dicat, 
auctor Doctrinae se Christum non purum hominem habere satis 
clare indicat. 

Hilgenfeld 1) scripturam non quidem a Montanista exaratam 
esse contendit. Censet autem, eam et quidem ambas partes, 
primam (1—6, 2) et alteram (6, 3—16), quas non eidem auctori 
vel saltem non eidem tempori adiudicat, in Montanismi usum 
redactam esse. Argumenta vero, quas ad sententiam probandam 
proposuit, minime firma sunt. Si verba ἀπέχου τῶν σαρχικῶν 
χαὶ σωματικῶν ἐπιϑυμιῶν 1, 4 recte interpretatus fueris, eis ne- 
que nexus interrumpitur neque Montani duritia denotatur. Vo- 
cem τέλειος 1, 4 et 6, 2 autem Montanismum sapere vix aliquis 
concesserit, cum vox bis in Evangelio Matthaei legatur, sc. 5, 
48 et 19,21. Neque 6, 3 additamentum Montanistae habendum 
est. ΕἾ contrario, si locus a Montanista esset scriptus, verba 
ὃ δὲ δύγασαι certe deessent, cum legibus ad ieiunium pertinen- 
tibus a schismaticis auctoritas tanta attribueretur, ut singulis 


1) Nov. Test. extra can. rec, fasc. IV ed. II p. 94. 104 sq. Zeitschrift 
fiir wissensch. Theologie 1885 p. 88—94. 
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aegre facultas earum implendarum vel non implendarum dare- 
tur, cuius in Doctrina mentio fit. Porro quomodo 10, 6 manus 
Montanistae agnoscenda sit, equidem non perspicio. EKtiamsi 
Tertullianus Montanismo non addictus Apolog. c. 39  scripsit, 
Christianos pro mora finis orare, plures tamen adventum Do- 
mini et interitum huius mundi desiderare potuerunt. Deinde 
quae c. 11 et 13 et 15,1 de prophetis et apostolis et doctoribus 
leguntur, ea sane ad Montanistas referenda essent, si librum 
post saeculum II medium exortum esse constaret. Sin scriptura 
iam saeculo I exeunte confecta est, non est quod de prophetis 
schismaticorum illorum cogitamus. Nomen ἀπόστολος quidem 
Hilgenfeld a catholicis nunquam cuilibet praedicatori fidei datum 
esse dixit. _Neque vero nomen apud Montanistas usitatum fuisse 
ostendit. Denique neque ex eis, quae Apollonius vel Eusebius 
H. E. V, 18 refert, scilicet Montanum doctrinam suam prae- 
dicantibus salaria praebuisse, ut per foedam ventris ingluviem 
doctrina convalesceret, Doctrinam 11, 4—6 de praedicatoribus 
Montanistarum loqui colligendum est. Inde quod Montanus 
praedicatoribus doctrinae suae salaria praebuit, Doctrina vero 
apostolis omnino interdicit, ne pecuniam accipiant, potius eius 
auctorem a partibus Montanistarum non stetisse concludi potest. 

Quodsi nonnullas alias sententias plane falsas praetermittimus, 
id solum quaeritur, num auctor Christianus e Indaeis sit an Chri- 
stianus e gentilibus vel, ut vocatus est, Christianus e gentilibus 
vulgaris. Hance sententiam praesertim Harnack') tuetur, illam Sa- 
batier, Schaff et plures alu. LIudicium maxime ex interpretatione 
vocis βρῶσις 6, 3 pendet. Hstne vox de legibus Veteris Testa- 
menti cibariis intellegenda an de ascesi quadam ad cibos et in- 
primis esum carnium spectante? Cum illa interpretatio praefe- 
renda sit, scriptura a Christiano e circumcisione exarata esse 
putanda est. Idem elucet ex 13, 3, ubi auctor officium primi- 
tiarum prophetis offerendarum eo probat, quod prophetae Chri- 
stianorum ἀρχιερεῖς sint, et ex 13, 5, ubi idem officium, haud 
dubie Vetus Testamentum respiciens, simpliciter mandatum no- 
minat. Non minoris momenti est, quod auctor 1, 3 voci biblicae 


1) Cf. Die Apostellehre p. 14-20. 
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ἀγαπᾶν vocem νηστεύειν substituens ascesin ieiunandi instar Iu- 
daeorum aestimet maximi. Neque formula papav até 10, 6 
hic praetermittenda est. Quae vocabula aramaica facilius Chri- 
stiano 6 Iudaeis quam e gentilibus attribui possunt, et si oratio 
eucharistica, cuius conclusionem faciunt, fortasse non sit auctoris 
scripturae ipsius, tamen a quo illa composita fuerit indicant. 

Sin auctor autem Christianus e circumcisione erat, nequa- 
quam totam legem observari voluit. Muinime enim est verisimile, 
verbis ζυγὸς tod χυρίου 6, 2 legem Veteris Testamenti designari. 
Praeterea de circumcisione prorsus tacet. Ne praecepta quidem 
ad cibos pertinentia omnino servanda esse dicit. Unum solum 
severe praecipit, scilicet ut Christiani ab idolothytis se abstineant. 
De reliquo monet, ut faciant, quidquid possint. 

Quae cum ita sint, quaestio haud magni momenti est. 
Christianus e Iudaeis, qualis auctor fuit, a Christiano e genti- 
libus (vulgari) paullum differebat, praesertim cum ab apostolis 
Hierosolymis congregatis etiam Christianis e gentilibus nonnulla 
praecepta Veteris Testamenti ad cibos spectantia data essent. 


IX. 


Cum auctor id ageret, ut doctrinam Domini exponeret, 
8S. Scriptura ei tanquam fons adhibenda erat. Revera ex 
hac plurima deprompsit, quamquam eam non semper verbotenus 
secutus est, sed multos locos liberius reddidit. Octies vel di- 
stincte dicit, se verba 8S. Scripturae proponere, vel saltem lectores 
ad 5. Seripturam revocat. Duo loci (14, 3; 16,7) Veteris Te- 
stamenti sunt, prophetarum Malachiae et Zachariae. Quinque 
loci Novi Testamenti sunt, et quidem ter (11, 3; 15, 3. 4) auc- 
tor ad Evangelium in universum revocat nec locum biblicum cer- 
tum afferens; quarto loco (8, 2) orationem dominicam velut ex 
Evangelio depromptam exhibet; quinto loco (9, 5) dictum Do- 
mini Matth. 7,6 allegat. Scriptura, e qua locus octavus (1, 6) 
depromptus est, ad nos non pervenit. Non solum autem loci 
Novi Testamenti, sed etiam verba Malachiae tanquam dictum 
Domini inducuntur. 

Alia auctor ex S. Scriptura hausit, quin se non sua, sed 
aliena tradere indicaret, modo sententiam tantum, modo etiam 
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verba librorum sacrorum reddens. Loci verbotenus transcripti 
in hac editione characteribus obliquis expressi sunt. Libri au- 
tem Veteris Testamenti, quibus auctor ita usus est, praeter pro- 
phetas iam laudatos hi sunt: Exodus, Deuteronomium, Psalmi, 
Sapientia Salomonis, Sirach, Iesaias. De reliquis libris, quos 
respexit, cf. Index locorum §S. Scripturae. / 

Ad Novum Testamentum transeuntes cum certitudine affir- 
mare possumus, auctorem Evangelium Matthaei legisse, in quo 
fere omnia inveniuntur, quae vel distincte vel tacite tanquam 
dicta Kvangelii sive Domini afferuntur. Sabatier quidem locos 
illos ex traditione orali repetendos esse putavit; sed haud dubie 
sese fefellit. Numerus locorum et consensus cum Evangelio Mat- 
thaei tantus est, ut hoc iure meritoque eorum fons habeatur. 
Accedit, quod verba Domini similiter inducuntur ac dicta pro- 
phetarum Veteris Testamenti. 

Auctor etiam Evangeliam Lucae cognitum habuisse putan- 
dus est. Namque non solum 1,5 mandatum παντὶ τῷ αἰτοῦντί 
σε δίδου χτλ. in ea forma affert, quam in hoc Kvangelio habet, 
non autem in illo, sed etiam 1, 4 mandatum ἐὰν λάβῃ τις ἀπὸ 
σοῦ τὸ σόν, μὴ ἀπαίτει, proponit, quod apud Lucam legitur, apud 
Matthaeum vero plane deest. Denique verba of λύχνοι ὑμῶν xat 
αἱ ὀσφύες, quae 16, 1 media inter verba evangelica exstant, 
rursus apud Lucam, non autem apud Matthaeum inveniuntur. 
Quae cum ita sint, auctorem tertium Evangelium legisse vix 
negare licet, nisi forte omnes loci evangelici ex Evangelio aliquo 
deperdito repetendi sunt. 

Revera Krawutzcky') verisimile esse censet, Evangelium, quo 
auctor usus est, Evangelium fuisse, quod legebant Nazaraei et 
Ebionitae, vel Evangelium secundum Hebraeos vel secundum 
Aegyptios vel secundum duodecim apostolos, quibus nominibus 
veteres scripturam appellabant, idque inde concludit, quod illud 
Evangelium una ex parte Evangelio Matthaei simillimum fuerit, 
altera ex parte praeceptum rigidum, quod Doctrina 15, 3 ex-_ 
hibet , scilicet ne quis loquatur cum eo, qui in proximum de- 
linquit, ex eo repeti possit, in quo teste Hieronymo maxima 


1) Theolog. Quartalschrift 1884 p. 548 sq. 
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inter crimina ponatur, qui fratris sui spiritum contristaverit. 
Quam sententiam Chiapelli’) eo confirmari putat, quod prae- 
ceptum Evangelii secundum Hebraeos: nunquam lacti sitis, nisi 
cum fratrem vestrum videritis in caritate*), non solum ad Doc- 
trinam 15,3, sed etiam ad Doctrinam 14, 2 prope accedat. 
Argumenta vero minime sufficiunt. Hic Doctrinae locus rectius 
ex Kvangelio Matthaei 5, 24 repetitur. Quod autem ad illum 
locum attinet, scripturae non tantopere consentiunt, ut una ad 
alteram cum certitudine possit referri. Praeterea verba Doctrinae 
laudata a sententia Matthaei1 18, 15—17 non tantopere dissen- 
tire, quantopere Krawutzcky putavit, ex loco praecedente apparet, 
ubi Christiani admonentur, ut invicem se arguant in pace. Sin 
autem Evangelio secundum Hebraeos auctorem usum esse pro- 
bari nequit, ex Doctrina 2, 2—3 eum illud Evangelium non le- 
gisse apparet. Mandata enim, quae hoc loco proponuntur quae- 
que, si fieri potest, e Scriptura Sacra repetenda sunt, Evange- 
lium secundum Hebraeos non exhibet, sed simpliciter dicit: le- 
gem et prophetas fac. 

Praeter duo Evangelia auctor notitiam nonnullarum epistula- 
rum prodit. Ex 5, 1.2 apparet, eum Pauli epistulam ad Ro- 
manos cognitam habuisse. Vox papav ata, quam 8. Scriptura 
nonnisi I Cor. 16, 22 exhibet, eum hanc quoque epistulam pro- 
babiliter legisse indicat. 1, 4 tam prope ad I Petr. 2, 11 accedit, 
ut neque huius epistulae ignarus fuisse censendus sit. Etiam 
nonnullas alias scripturas in eius notitiam pervenisse conicere 
licet. Langen*) contendit, eum praeter scripturas laudatas Evan- 
gelium Ioannis eiusdemque Apocalypsin, Actus apostolorum, 
Pauli epistulas ad Kphesios, ad Timotheum primam, ad Titum, 
ad Philippenses, ad Hebraeos, in usum suum vertisse. Hquidem 
auctorem unam vel alteram ex his scripturis cognitam habuisse 
non prorsus negaverim. Neque vero indicia invenio satis lu- 
culenta, ut certum iudicium ferre audeam. Cf. Index locorum 
5. Scripturae. 


1) Studi p. 226—29. 
2) Fragmenta collegit Hilgenfeld, Nov. Testam. extra can. fase. IV. 
3) Historische Zeitschrift t. 53 (1885) p. 212-- 214. 
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xX. 


Scriptura ab omnibus fere in duas partes dividitur, partes 
vero diverse circumscribuntur. Plerique partem priorem capite VI 
terminant. Rectius autem Harnack partem capite X concludere 
videtur. Capitibus VII—X enim de baptismo et eucharistia, 
de ieiunio et oratione agitur, atque formulae proponuntur, quae 
in sacramentis administrandis et in oratione adhibendae sint. 
Particula igitur liturgica est. Ad liturgiam vel cultum vero 
etiam capita I—VI pertinent. Ut verba ταῦτα πάντα προειπόντες 
᾿βαπτίσατε χτλ. 7, 1 clare indicant, id quod primi_ perspexe- 
runt Bielenstein’) et Ménégoz’), particula sermo est bapti- 
zandis vel catechumenis ante baptismum pronuntiandus. Quae 
cum ita sint, capita VII—X potius cum praecedentibus quam 
cum sequentibus coniungenda sunt, quae ad disciplinam et con- 
stitutionem ecclesiae spectant. Pars prior autem ipsa in duas 
sectiones dividi potest, quarum una capita I—VI, altera capita 
VII—X amplectitur. 

Ordo sententiarum hic est. 

Postquam auctor 1, 1 duas vias earumque differentiam in- 
dicavit, viam vitae 1,2—4, 14 describit.. Proponuntur 1,2 tria 
mandata principalia, mandata amoris Dei ac proximi et prae- 
ceptum, ne quis alteri faciat, quod sibi ipsi fieri nolit, et ad- 
ditur explicatio duplex. Summa primae explicationis 1, 3—6 
ex sermone Domini in monte habito vel ex Evangelio Matthaei 5 
deprompta est. Altera explicatio mandatis incipit, quae Dominus 
Matth. 19, 16—18 adulescenti intimavit roganti, quid boni fa- 
ceret, ut vitam haberet aeternam (2, 1—3), scilicet non occides, 
non adulterium facies etc., et multa alia adiciuntur. Quorum 
pars prior (2, 3—7) similiter expressa est ac mandata 6 8. Scrip- 
tura repetita. In parte altera (8, 1—6) mandata verbis téxvov 
ov incipiunt, et praeceptis singulis ratio additur, ob quam pec- 
cata quaedam devitanda sint, scilicet quod alia ac maiora pec- 
cata ex eis proficiscuntur. Haec peccata graviora sunt 1) ho- 


1) Mitteilungen und Nachrichten fiir die evang. Kirche in Russland. 
1885. Febr.—Martius. 
2) Le Témoignagne 1885. Martius 16. 
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micidium, 2) fornicatio et adulterium, 3) idololatria, 4) furtum, 
5) blasphemia, et singulis bina peccata vel terna seu quaterna, 
cum secundo loco duo et nonnunquam tria peccata inter se pro- 
pinqua una enumerentur, tanquam radices praemittuntur. Pec- 
cata autem illa respondent mandatis 2, 2—3 propositis; 1) non 
occides; 2) non adulterium facies, non pueros corrumpes, non 
fornicaberis ; 3) non furaberis; 4) non incantabis; 5) non per- 
iurabis. Utroque igitur loco eadem peccata maiora in eodemque 
ordine enumerantur; modo peccata idololatriae et furti inver- 
tuntur, id quod fortasse inde explicandum est, quod ordo prior 
vel 2, 2—3 exhibitus 8. Scriptura statutus erat, idololatria au- 
tem, unum ex tribus peccatis ecclesiae veteris capitalibus, auctori 
gravius crimen esse videbatur quam furtum. Ceteroquin 5, 1 
furtum aeque ac 2, 2 ante idololatriam vel magiam Jlegitur. 
In tertia denique parte 3, 7—4, 14 forma prior iterum adhi- 
betur, mandata autem non solum negative exprimuntur, ut in 
partibus duabus praecedentibus, sed etiam positive, ut in ex- 
plicatione prima. Summa partis haec est. Primo loco (8, 7—10) 
leguntur officia Christiani erga se ipsum; secundo (4, 1—4) of- 
ficia erga ecclesiam, cum praepositos tum alios fratres; tertio 
(4, 5—8) officia erga pauperes; quarto (4, 9—11) officia erga 
familiam, filios et servos, servorumque officium erga dominos; 
quinto denique (4, 12—14) praecepta nonnulla generalia exhi- 
bentur, praecipue devitandi omne quod non placet Deo, custo- 
diendi mandata Domini ac confitendi peccata in ecclesia. De- 
scripta via vitae exponitur ὁ. 5 via mortis. Animadvertendum 
est, initio eadem peccata graviora et in eodem ordine enumerari, 
quae 2, 2 et ordine paullisper mutato 3, 2—5 leguntur, scilicet 
1) homicidia, 2) adulteria, cupidines, fornicationes, 3) furta, 
A) idololatriae et magiae. Blasphemiae autem, quae 3, 6 distincte 
et 2,3 verbis οὐκ ἐπιορχήσεις expressa est, hic non amplius fit 
mentio. Postremo lector c. 6 monetur, ne ab hac doctrina ab- 
ducatur, ut, si non totum Domini iugun possit portare, saltem 
faciat, quidquid possit, omnino autem ab immolatis simulacrorum 
abstineat. 

Sermone baptismali finito auctor c. 7 exponit, quomodo 
baptismus administrandus sit. Deinde c. 8 de ieiuniis disserit, 
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et ostendens, Christianis non ieiunandum esse neque orandum 
modo hypocritarum, sed sicut Dominus instituit, orationem Domini 
proponit, animadvertens, ter in die sic orandum esse. Denique 
c. 9—10 de eucharistia agit, tres orationes eucharisticas tradens, 
quarum duae dicendae sunt ante, tertia post communionem, 
monensque baptizatos tantum sacrae mensae participes esse. 

In parte secunda (c. 11—15) primum exponitur, eos tan- 
tum in ecclesiam venientes recipiendos esse, qui non aliam doc- 
trmam habent ac propositam (11, 1—2). Deinde de apostolis 
vel praedicatoribus fidei peregrinantibus suscipiendis (11, 3—6), 
de prophetis diudicandis (11, 7—12), de advenis christianis 
accipiendis (c. 12), de prophetis ac doctoribus sustentandis (c. 13) 
agit. Porro de die dominica celebranda (c. 14), postremo de 
episcopis et diaconis ordinandis ac de fratribus arguendis ser- 
mo fit. 

Capite XVI libellus concluditur. Lectores admonentur, ut 
vigilent et ad adventum Domini parati sint, crebro convenientes 
ac saluti animarum consulentes, atque regnum Antichristi et 
adventus Domini describitur. 

Hilgenfeld partem priorem vel Doctrinam apostolorum prin- 
cipalem, quo nomine eam appellat, 6,2 terminat. Quae divisio 
minime constat. Particula 6, 3, quippe quae praeceptum morale 
contineat, cum antecedentibus, non cum sequentibus coniungenda 
est. Itaque nisi fortasse capite XI, certe capite VII, non 6, 3, 
pars altera aperienda est. 


XI. 


In hoe capite 1itterae ad Doctrinam apostolorum spec- 
tantes commemorandae sunt. Primum locum obtineant editiones 
ac versiones. 

Kditio princeps sic inscribitur: 

Διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων ἐκ τοῦ ἱεροσολυμιτικοῦ χειρο- 
γράφου νῦν πρῶτον ἐχδιδομένη μετὰ προλεγομένων καὶ σημειώσεων, 
ἐν οἷς χαὶ τῆς Συνόψεως τῆς IL. Δ., τῆς ὑπὸ Ἰωάννου τοῦ Χρυ- 
σοστόμου, σύγχρισις χαὶ μέρος ἀνέκδοτον ἀπὸ τοῦ αὐτοῦ χειρο- 
γράφου. Ὑπὸ Φιλοθέου Βρυεννίου, μητροπολίτου Νιχομηδείας. 
Ἔν ωνσταντινουπόλει 1883. Pag. CXXXXIX (pp0"), 75. 
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Editores sequentes plurimi scripturam etiam in linguam 
patriam transtulerunt, ita ut fere eidem sint cum interpretibus. 
Excipiendi sunt Hilgenfeld, Luthardt, Harnack in editione se- 
cunda vel minore, Prins et editor Scandinavus, qui textum grae- 
cum solum typis expresserunt. Majocchi et Funk textui trans- 
lationem latinam adiecerunt. Alii e contra scripturam in linguam 
vernaculam transtulerunt, textum graecum non publicantes. Qui 
post editores et quidem characteribus minoribus adhibitis enu- 
merantur, ne cum illis confundantur. Sunt autem editores et 
interpretes 


I. Inter Germanos. 


1) Adolphus Hilgenfeld, Evangeliorum secundum Hebraeos, 
secundum Petrum, secundum Aegyptios, Matthiae Traditionem, 
Petri et Pauli Praedicationis et Actuum, Petri Apocalypseos, 
Didascaliae apostolorum antiquioris quae supersunt addita Doc- 
trina XII apostolorum et libello qui appellatus »Duae viae« vel 
»Iudicium Petri« collegit, disposuit, emendata et aucta iterum 
edidit et adnotationibus illustravit, vel: Novum Testamentum 
extra canonem receptum, fascic. [V ed. II. Lipsiae 1884. Pag. 129. 

2) Adolphus Harnack, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel nebst 
Untersuchungen zur dltesten Geschichte der Kirchenverfassung und 
des Kirchenrechts. Lipsiae 1884. Pag. 70, 294. 

— Denuo: Die Apostellehre und die jiidischen beiden Wege. 
Lipsiae 1886. Pag. 59. 

3) Aug. Wiinsche, Lehre der zwélf Apostel nach der Aus- 
gabe des Metropoliten Phil. Bryennios nut Beifiigung des Urteates 
nebst Hinleitung und Noten. Lipsiae 1884. Pag. 34. — Editio 
II facta est eodem anno. 

4) Τὰ. Friedberg in Zeitschrift fiir Kirchenrecht 1X, 408—425. 
_ Friburgi et Tubingae 1884. 

5) C. E. Luthardt in Zeitschrift fiir kirchliche Wissenschaft 
und kirchliches Leben V, 139—143. Lipsiae 1884. 

6) F. X. Funk, Opera patrum apostolicorum I. Editio nova 
Doctrina duodecim apostolorum adaucta. Tubingae 1887. 


a) Harnack in Theologische Latteraturzeitung 1X, 538—55 (c. 7—16). 
Lipsiae 1884. 
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b) F. X. Funk in Theologische Quartalschrift LXVI, 381—393. Tu- 
bingae 1884: 

c) Anonymus in Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchenzeitung 
XI, 193—198. Lipsiae 1884. 

4) G. Volkmar, Urchristliches Andachtsbuch. Die neuentdeckte urchrist- 
liche Schrift der Lehre der zwélf Apostel an die Volker. Lipsiae 
et Tiguri 1885. Pag. 47. Edit. III 1887. 

e) N. Liebert, Die neue aufgefundene Lehre der zwélf Apostel. Biblio- 
thek der Kirchenviter. Appendix tomi Constitutiones apostoloram 
continentis. Pag. 27. Campiduni 1885. 

f) Aberle in ephemeride quae inscribitur: Ut omnes unum. No. 72. 
73. τὸ. Erfordiae 1885—86. 


Hoc loco versio quoque hungarica commemoretur, quam G, Boros 
paravit in ephemeride Magneto et etiam separatim edidit. Claudiopoli 
(Kolozswar in Transilvania) 1885. Pag. 17. 


Il. Inter Gallos. 


P. Sabatier, Διδαχὴ τῶν ιβ΄ ἀποστόλων. La Didachée ou 
Penseignement des douze apotres. Parisis 1885. Pag. 165. 

a) L. Duchesne in Bulletin critique V,91—94 (c. 7—16). Parisiis 1884. 

b) G. Bonet-Maury, La doctrine des douze apotres, essai de traduction 

avec un commentaire critique et historique. Parisiis 1884. Pag. 36. 


c) Anonymus in La controverse et le Contemporain II, 297—311. Pa- 
risiis et Lugduni 1884. 


Ill. Inter Italos. 


R. Majocchi, La dottrina dei dodici apostoli. Documento 
della chiesa primitiwa pubblicato nel suo testo originale con ver- 
sione (latina) e commento. Mediolani 1885. Pag. 83. (Kditio 
recusa est 6 La scuola cattolica). Editio Il Modenae 1887. Pag. 288. 


a) G. Andrullo in ephemeride Scienza e fede. Neapoli 1884. Trans- 
latio secundum versionem gallicam supra tertio loco commemo- 
ratam facta est, non secundum textum graecum. 

Ὁ) E. Comba in Revista Cristiana XIII, 352—366. Florentiae 1885. 

c) A. Chiapelli, Studi di antica letteratura cristiana. Taurini 1887. 
Pag. 238. Idem versionem publicavit in Nuova Antologia 1885. 


IV. Inter Batavos. 


I. 1. Prins, Διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων e codice Hiero- 
solymitano, nunc Constantinopolitano, nuperrime edidit Ph. Bry- 
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ennios, in usum studiosae iuventutis repetut. Lugduni Bat. 1884. 
Pag. 16. 


H. U. Meiboom, Theologisch Tijdschrift XTX, 583—551. Lugduni Bat. 
1885. 


V. Inter Scandinavos. 


Anonymus in Theologisk Tidsskrift for den ev. luth. Kirke 
in Norge. Christianiae 1884. 


a) C. Warming, De tolv apostles laerdom. Et skrift fra det andet 
Kristelige arhundrede. Hafniae 1884. Pag. 35. 

b) A.S. Paulssen in Theologisk Tidsskrift fon den danske Folkekirke 1, 
576—589. Hafniae 1884, 

c) Fr. Helveg in Dansk Kirketidende 1834. 

« 4d) LE. Berggren in Teologisk Tidsskrift grundat af A. F. Beckmann 

XIII, 200—206. Upsalae 1884. 

6) C. P. Caspari in Luthersk Ugeskrift 1884. 


VI. Inter Anglos. 


1) H. de Romestin, The Teaching of the Twelfe Avpostles. 
The Greek Text with Introduction, Translation, Notes and Illu- 
strative Passages. Oxonii et Londini 1884. Pag. 118. 

2) C. Spence, The Teaching of the Twelfe Apostles. A Trans- 
lation with Notes; and Excursus Illustrative of the ,, Teaching‘ 
and the Greck Text. Londini 1885. Pag. 183. 


a) Fr. Farrar in The Contemporary Review 1884 p. 698—706. 
b) C. Taylor, The Teaching of the Twelfe Apostles with Illustrations 
from the Talmud. Cantabrigiae 1886. Pag. 136. 


Vil. Inter Americanos. 


1) R. D. Hitchcock et Fr. Brown, The Teaching of the 

Twelfe Apostles recently discovered and published by Phil. Bry- 
_ennios, Metropolitan of Nicomedia. Edited with a Translation, 

Introduction, and Notes. Neo-Eboraci 1884. Ed. II 1885. 
Pag. CXV, 85. 

2) I. Fitzgerald, Teaching of the Twelfe Apostles. Neo- 
Eboraci 1884. 

3) 8. St. Orris, Teaching of the Twelfe Apostles. Text and 
Translation together with Critical and Illustrative Papers by 
Eminent Scholars. Neo-Eboraci 1884. Pag. 84. 
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4) Ph. Schaff, The oldest Church Manual called the Teaching 
of the Twelfe Apostles. The Didache and Kindred Documents 
in the Original with Translations and Discussions of post-apo- 
stohe Teaching, Baptism, Worship and Discipline and with 
Illustrations and Fac-Similes of the Jerusalem Manuscript. Neo- 
Kboraci 1885. Ed. TH 1886. Pag. 311. Hditio post Harnackia- 
nam priorem locupletissima. | 

5) Hoc loco denique commemorentur tres tabulae, quibus plures co- 
dicis Constantinopolitani loci (sc. particulae epistularum Barnabae et 
Clementis, initium Doctrinae, catalogus librorum V. T. atque pagina co- 
dicis ultima) arte photographica repetiti et Baltimori 1885 publicati 
sunt sub titulo: Three Pages of the Bryennios Manuscript, reproduced by 
photography for the Johns Hopkins-University. Edited, with notes, by 
I. Rendel Harris. 


a) Fr. Gardiner, The recently discovered Apostolic Manuscript. Neo- 
Eboraci 1884. Pag. 26. 

b) I. H. Hall et I. T. Napier in Sanday School Times. Philadel- 
phiae 1884.’ 

c) C.O. Starbuck et E.C.Smyth in The Andover Review. Bostonii 1884. 


Cum plurimi editorum atque interpretum diligenter de serip- 
tura egerint, una cum editionibus et versionibus iam tractatus de 
Doctrina insigniores nominati sunt. Praeterea autem multi alii 
viri de scriptura disputaverunt. De prioribus tractatibus Ph. 
Schaff in editione Hitchcockiana (p. 65—77) et accuratius in 
sua (p. 140—158; ed. IL p. 297306) retulit, de recentioribus 
Harnack in Theologische Literaturzeiitung 1886 N. 12 et 15; 
1887 N.2. Equidem non id ago, ut disputationes omnino omnes, - 
etiam minimas ac levissimas, enumerem, eoque minus, cum plures 
in ephemeridibus publicatae fuerint, quas legendi paucissimi oc- 
casionem nanciscuntur. Graviorum tantum et recentissimarum 
hic synopsis est instituenda. Nonnullarum aliarum iam supra 


mentio facta est. Cf. p. XXXI—XXXIII; XLIV. 


Aberle, Die Didache und thre Nebenformen in Literarische Rundschau. Fri- 
burgi 1885 N. 8—9. — Die Quellen der Lehre der zwélf Apostel in, 
ephemeride: Ut omnes unum. Erfordiae 1886-87 N. 87. 90. 

Arnold, C. Fr., Die neu entdeckte Lehre der zwélf Apostel in Zeitschrift fiir 
Kirchenrecht. Friburgi 1885 p. 407—438. — Die Didache und die aposto- 
lischen Vater ibid. p.439 —454. — Quaestionum de compositione et fon- 
tibus Barnabae epistolae capita nonnulla p. 13—29. Regimonti 1886, 
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Behm, H., Bemerkungen zw Didache 1X, 2 in Zeitschrift fiir kirchl. Wissen- 
schaft und kirchl. Leben VII, 575—578. Lipsiae 1886. 

Bickell, G., Die neu entdeckte Lehre der Apostel und die Liturgie in Zeitschr. 
f. kath. Theologie VUI, 400—412, Oeniponti 1884, et in Real-Ency- 
klopddie der christl. Altertiimer ed. Kraus ΠῚ, 311—313. Friburgi 1886. 

Binnie, Guil., The British and Foreign Evangelical Review 1885 p. 640— 
660. Londini et Edinburgi. 

Bratke, Die Hinheitlichkeit der Didache in Jahrbicher fiir protest. Theologie 
XII, 302—312. Lipsiae 1886. 

Cabrol, Un nowvel écrit des temps apostoliques: la doctrine des douze apotres 
in Revue des questions historiques t. 39 p. 237—248. Parisiis 1886. 

Chase, Note on the Teaching of the Tw. Ap. Chapter XI in The Expositor 
1886 p. 319-320. 

Funk, Zur Apostellehre in Theologische Quartalschrift 1887 p. 276 sqq. 

Gordon, A, Teaching of the Twelfe Apostles in The Modern Review. Lon- 
dini 1884 p. 446—480; 563—569. 

Hall, E. E., Teaching of the Tw. Ap. in The New Englander VII, 544—580. 

Harris, The Teaching of the Apostles and the Sibylline Books. Cantabrigiae 
1885. Pag. 36. 

Haymann, Dublin Review 1885 p. 91—106. 

Hilgenfeld, Die Lehre der zw Ap. in Zeitschrift fiir wissenschaftl. Theo- 
logie XXVIII, 73—102. Lipsiae 1885. Cf. ibid. XXX, 114—121. 
Holtzmann, Die Didache und thre Nebenformen in Jahrbiicher fiir protest. 

Theologie XI, 154—166, Lipsiae 1885. 

Krawutzcky, Ueber die sog. Zwélfapostellehre, thre hauptstchlichsten Quellen 
und thre erste Aufnahme in Theolog. Quartalschrift 1884 p. 547—606. 
Cf. etiam Wetzers und Weltes Kirchenlexikon ed. II t. Ill p. 1869—72. 
Friburgi 1884. 

Langen, I., Das dilteste christliche Kirchenbuch in Historische Zeitschrift 
LIU, 198-- 214. Monachii et Lipsiae 1885. 

Lechler, G., Das nachapostolische und das apostolische Zeitalter ed. 1ΠΠ1 1885 
p- 558 sqq. Urkundenfunde zur Geschichte des christl. Altertums I, 
14 sqq. Lipsiae 1886. 

Lightfoot, The Expositor 1885 lanuarius; The Apostolic Fathers II, I, 739. 
Londini 1885. 

' Massebieau, L’enseignement des douze apdtres. Parisiis 1884. Pag. 36. 
Disputatio recudebatur ex Revue de Vhistoire des Religions 1884. 

Me Giffert, The Didache viewed in its relations to other writings in The 
Andover Review V, 430—442. Bostonii 1886. 

Ménégoz in ephemeride Le Temoignage 1834—85. Parisiis. Cf. Schaff p. 154. 

Miinchen, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel in Zeitschrift fiir kathol. Theologie 
X, 629—676. Oeniponti 1886. 

Muralt, L’enseignement des douze apétres in Revue de theologie et de phi- 
losophie 1884 p. 278—291. 
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Petersen, Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel. Mitteilungen und Bemerkungen. 
Lipsiae 1884. Pag. 15. 

Potwin, L. 8., The Vocabulary of the Teaching of the Ap. in Biblotheca 
Sacra 1884 p. 800—817. — The last chapter of the Teaching of the 
Tw. Ap. illustrated from passages in the Early Christian Fathers in 
The Andover Review V, 443—444. 

Rossi, I. B., Animadversiones ad Doctrinae capita VII et 1X—X sive ad 
modum sacramentorum baptismi et eucharistiae administrandorum 
in Doctrina expositum in Bulletino di Archeologia Cristiana 1885 
p. 18—24. 

Spitta, Die Abendmahlsgebete aus der Lehre der zwilf Apostel in Zeitschrift 
fiir praktische Theologie VIII, 3183-321. Francofordiae 1886. 

Taylor, The Didache and Barnabas in The Expositor 1886 p. 316—17. 

V[enables], The Teaching of the Twelfe Apostles, in The British Quaterly 
Review 1885 p. 333—370. Londini. 

Volkmar, Zur Zwélfapostellehre in Theolog. Zeitschrift aus der Schweiz 
1886 p. 117 - 118, 

Warfield, Β. B., A Critical Estimate of the Latin Fragment in editione 
Schaffiana p. 220—225. — Text, Sources and Contents of ,,The Two 
Ways“ or first section of the Didache in Bibliotheca Sacra 1886 p. 
100—160. Cf. The Expositor 1886 p. 156—159. — The Didache and 
its Kindred Forms (with Especial Reference to the Paper of Dr. Me Gif- 
fert) in The Andover Review VI,81—97. Cf. ibid. IV, 598—599; VI, 
217—220. — Notes on the Didaché (The Pseudo-Athanasius and the 
Book of Jubilees and the D.) in Journal of the Society of Biblical 
Literature and Exegesis 1886 p. 86—98. - 

Wordsworth, Christian Life, Ritual and Discipline at the Close of the first 
Century in The Guardian 1884 Martius 19. Londini. 

Zahn, Th., Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons und 
der altkirchlichen Litteratur III, 278—319. Erlangiae 1884. — Juste- 
nus und die Lehre der zw. Ap. in Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte VIII, 
66—84. Gothae 1885. 


(Juod denique ad hance editionem adtinet, codicem Constan- 
tinopolitanum, quantum fieri potuit, secutus sum. Paucos tan- 
tum locos correxi, sive codex lectionem certe falsam tradit, sive 
ceteri testes, scilicet versio latina, Barnabae epistula, Canones 
apostolorum ecclesiastici et Constitutionum apostolorum liber VII, 
lectionem haud dubie meliorem exhibent. Cf. 1,6; 2, 2. 7; 4, 
do (dls 8,23 9, to 08022) 4.63. OS 12 13 eee 
1; 15,3. Warfield (Bibl. Sacra 1886 p. 100—138), reliquos 
testes dilizenter inspiciens atque inter se conferens , suadet, ut 
plures alu loci emendentur, praecipue ut in inscriptione priore 
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- yox δώδεχα omittatur, quae a patribus scripturam laudantibus 
non sit agnita, et articulus τῶν uncinis includatur; ut inscriptio 
altera deleatur; ut 1, 2 scribatur ϑέλῃς pro θελήσῃς et ποιήσεις 
pro ποίει: ut particula 1, 3—2, 1 omittatur; ut 2,5 pro ψευδής, 
οὐ κενός, ἀλλὰ μεμεστωμένος πράξει scribatur χενός, od ψευδής. 
Ego fidem illorum testium non tanti aestimo, ut codicem Con- 
stantinopolitanum adeo corrigere audeam. 

Sigla, quibus in bro usus sum, haec sunt: ὁ. = cum; 
add = addit vel addunt; praem = praemittit; om = omittit; 
con = coniecit; em = emendavit; Br = Bryennius; cod = co- 
dex Constantinopolitanus. 
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Hic libellus praeter exordium (c. 1—3) et conclusionem 
(c. 30) in duas partes dividitur. Pars prior (ὁ. 4—14) continet 
descriptionem duarum viarum vel potius viae bonae, cum haec 
sola exponatur, quamquam in exordio partis de duabus viis 
sermo sit. Pars altera de ordinatione et officiis episcopi (16), 
presbyterorum (17—18), lectoris (19), diaconorum (20. 22), vi- 
duarum (21) agit exponitque, quales illos oporteat esse, quo- 
modo laici se gerere debeant (23), cur mulieribus praeter curam 
feminarum aegrotarum ministerium non sit commissum (24—29). 
In utraque parte sententiae singulae singulis apostolis attri- 
buuntur. } 

Summa partis prioris e Doctrina apostolorum hausta est. 
Attamen auctor hance scripturam vel eius partem moralem non 
totam exscripsit. Plura omisit, praesertim 1, 3—2,1, si qui- 
dem hance particulam in exemplari suo legit, 4, 9—14 et 5 vel 
finem viae vitae atque viam mortis, alia inseruit et quidem non- 
nulla, quae in epistula Barnabae leguntur et de quibus confe- 
rantur adnotationes ad inscriptionem, 4, 2; 12,1; 14. 

Krawutzcky 1) cum animadvertere 5101 videretur, sententias 


1) Theologische Quartalschrift 1882 p. 399—420. Cf. quae disputavi 
ibid. 1887 p. 364—374. : 
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alias ad antiquitatem summam, alias ad tempus posterius re- 
ferendas et nonnullos locos non esse intellegendos, nisi ponere- 
mus, auctorem sc¢ripturam aliquam veterem exscripsisse nec 
semper feliciter mutasse, ut priorem ita etiam alteram libelli 
partem ex aliis scripturis compilatam esse conclusit. Harnack, 
cum de diaconis bis sermo sit, ab auctore duas scripturas ad- 
hibitas et ex una capita 16—21, ex altera capita 22—28 vel 29 
deprompta esse contendit. Lam, in qua Κατάστασις tod χλήρου 
exposita fuisset, idem olim ') ad saeculum III iniens, hance vel 
Κατάστασιν τῆς ἐχχλησίας ad saeculum II exiens retulit; nu- 
perrime 5) utramque tempori Iustini martyris et epistularum 
pastoralium, quas non a Paulo apostolo, sed circa vel paullo 
post saeculum IT medium confectas esse putat, adscripsit atque 
fragmenta nobis servata tanquam monumenta antiquissima se- 
paratim edidit et commentario amplissimo instruxit. 

Hquidem sententiae assentiri nequeo. Auctorem libelli se- 
cundam partem totam ex ingenio suo scripsisse nequaquam dico. 
ἘΣ contrario verisimile puto, eum hic ut in parte priore alias 
scripturas in usum suum convertisse. Humque epistula Clementis 
ad Corinthios usum esse insuper plane patet. Cf. adnot. ad 
12, 2; 22,2; 23, 1—8. Minime autem demonstratum est, eum 
ex duobus fontibus tantum hausisse, quantum Harnack ex scrip- 
turis antiquioribus repetendum esse censuit. Inde, quod duobus 
locis de diaconis loquitur, nequaquam sequitur, eum duas scrip- 
turas de ordinatione cleri vel ecclesiae agentes exscripsisse. Non 
enim secundo loco idem dicit, quod primo exposuit, sed potius 
unam vel duas ex sententiis prioribus amplificat confirmatque. 
Praeterea cum ὁ. 21 de viduis vel diaconissis sermo sit, loci non 
proprie separati sunt; capita 20—22 potius coniungenda ac pars 
habenda sunt, quae officia diaconorum et viduarum vel diaco- 
nissarum continet. Porro dicendi genus capita ab uno eodem- 
que auctore profecta esse satis clare probat. Neque ex eo, quod 
c. 19—20 (22) de lectore prius agitur quam de diaconis, cum 
ὁ. 3 diaconi lectori anteponantur, colligendum est, illam libelli_ 


1) Die Lehre der zwélf Apostel II, 212—217. 
2) Texte und Untersuchungen zur Gesch. d. altchristl. Litteratur I, V 
(1886), 55. 
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partem ex scriptura antiquiore depromptam fuisse. Fieri potuit, 
ut auctor ordinem, quem in introductione secutus est, postea 
inverteret, atque ideo hoc fecisse videtur, quia de lectore non 
post viduas vel diaconissas agere voluit, quarum officia una 
cum officiis diaconorum exponenda erant. Fortasse etiam eo, 
quod in capite praecedente, ut Duchesne coniecit'), de liturgia 
et de clericis ministerio altaris occupatis dixit, adductus est, ut 
confestim ad eum clericum transiret, qui in liturgia quidem 
munere fungebatur, extra eam autem officium ecclesiasticum 
non exercebat. Neque propter verba libelli 18, 1 denique auctor 
scripturam antiquiorem adhibuisse eamque minus prudenter mu- 
tasse putandus est. Cf. quae ad hunc locum adnotata sunt. 

Cum praeter lectorem nullius ordinum minorum mentio fiat, 
libellus parte saeculi HII priore neque postea conscriptus esse 
videtur. De provinciis ecclesiasticis ὁ. 3 loquens auctor tempus 
posterius non prodit, ut putaverunt Krawutzcky et Harnack, 
qui libellum ad initium saeculi IV retulerunt. Vox ἐπαρχία 
quidem in litteris christianis primo nobis occurrit saeculo IV 
ineunte, quo tempore a Synodo Nicaena can. 6 adhibita fuit. 
Docet autem eadem synodus, de more antiquo in ecclesia con- 
servando dicens, τὰς ἐπαρχίας saeculo IV ineunte non fuisse 
aliquid, novi, sed iam diu exstitisse. In Oriente insuper eccle- 
siam iam saeculo [II in provincias divisam fuisse inde apparet, 
quod Firmilianus Caesareensis ad Cyprianum Carthaginiensem 
scribit, apud sese per singulos annos seniores et praepositos in 
unum conyenire ad disponenda ea, quae curae ipsorum com- 
missa essent, ut, si qua graviora essent, communi consilio diri- 
gerentur (Epist. inter Cypr. 75, 4). 

Testis libelli inter veteres Rufinus esse videtur. Namque 
verba: Duae viae vel Iudicium Petri, quibus in Expositione in 
symbolum apostolorum (c. 38) scripturam designat, potius ad 
illum quam ad Doctrinam apostolorum referenda sunt. Ht si 
haec interpretatio recta est, etiam Hieronymus notitiam hbelli 
habuisse putandus est, cum in Catalogo ὁ. 1 inter scripturas 
apocryphas Petri adscriptas librum commemoret Iudicium ap- 


1) Bulletin critique 1886 p. 367. 
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pellatum. Res autem non est certa. Libellus a Rufino com- 
memoratus fortasse scriptura similis nunc deperdita fuit. Cf. 
supra p. VII. 

Ubi libellus confectus sit, ex ipso cum certitudine colligi 
nequit. Fontes enim, ex quibus auctor hausit, non idonea te- 
stimonia sunt, cum scripturae non solum ibi legantur, ubi ex- 
ortae sunt, sed etiam in alias provincias perveniant. Cum 
autem libellus in ecclesia aegyptiaca auctoritatem adeptus sit, 
eum in Aegypto compositum esse concludere licet. 

Libellus tribus codicibus graecis et versionibus pluribus 
veteribus traditus est. 

Codices ili sunt: 

1) Vindobonensis hist. graec. olim numero 45, nunc 7 
signatus, saeculi XII ut videtur, membranaceus, in folio. Scrip- 
turam fol. 4?—7° exhibet. Bickell eum primus et quidem satis 
accurate excussit. Postea Pitra eum inspexit legitque praesertim 
verba οὃς δὲ mapaxahodytec 20, 3, quae ille praetermisit. Non- 
nulla autem uterque minus recte legit. Codex et pluribus mendis 
foedatus est, et aliquot locis textum meliorem habet, quam viri 
illi viderunt vel adnotaverunt. Cf. 6,3; 11,3; 12,1; 16, 2; 
23, 3. Lectiones, quae alicuius momenti sunt, in notis exscripsi. 
Scripturae vitia autem ex itacismo exorta vel alia scriptionis 
menda, etiamsi Bickell eorum rationem non reddidit, non no- 
tanda esse mihi videbantur. 

2) Ottobonianus 408 saec. XIV. Lectiones publicavit 
Pitra in editione, quam instituit. Codex autem non totum [1- 
bellum exhibet, sed partem priorem tantum vel descriptionem 
viarum duarum, neque hance integram; praeterit enim non so- 
lum inscriptionem et capita tria priora, sed etiam plurima, quae 
auctor Canonum Doctrinae apostolorum adiecit, praesertim in 
capite VIII, et caput XIV, pro quo autem nonnullas sententias 
ex ea Doctrinae parte communicat, quam ille neglexit. Neque 
plura quam exhibet codex ipse promittere videtur, cum titulus 
libellus his verbis conceptus sit: “Ez:topy ὅρων τῶν ἁγίων ἀπο- 
στόλων χαϑολικῆῇῆς παραδόσεως. 

3) Mosquensis, biblioth. 5. Synodi 125 saec. X. Codex 
eandem fere libelli partem continet, quam Ottobonianus, scilicet 
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capita IV—XI!V; plura quoque omisit , praeter sententias bre- 
viores (cf. 8,3; 12, 1—3; 19. 1—-4) caput XI totum, et caput 
XIV capiti XII praeposuit. Vulgavit codicis scripturam Ὁ. de 
Gebhardt in editione Patrum apostolicorum secunda, quam una 
cum A. Harnack et Th. Zahn instituit, fasc. I part. IL p. XXIX 
—XXXI. 

Versiones veteres sunt: 

1) Aethiopica, quam a. 1691 una cum versione latina 
typis expressit lob Ludolf in Commentario suo ad Historiam 
Aethiopicam p. 314—323. 

2) Coptica, quam a. 1848 H. Tattam vulgavit in libro 
qui inseribitur: The Apostolical Constitutions, or Canons of the 
Apostles m Coptic, adiecta versione anglica, quam repetit Phi- 
lippus Schaff in editione Doctrinae apostolorum p. 249—257. 

3) Thebaica, de qua nonnulla nobis communicavit [. B. 
Lightfoot in Appendice editionis epistularum 8. Clementis (1877) 
p- 466—469, quamque totam imprimendam curavit a. 1883 
P. A. de Lagarde in libro, qui inscribitur Aegyptiaca, p. 239 
—248; 

4) Syriaca, cuius lectiones variantes a. 1856 publici iuris 
fecit Lagarde in Reliquitis iuris ecclesiastici antiquissimis Ὁ. XXI sq. 

Editionem principem ex codice Vindobonensi collata ver- 
sione aethiopica parayit a. 1843 1. Gul. Bickell im tomo 
primo Historiae iuris ecclesiasticae p. 107—132. Secutus est 
P. A. de Lagarde. LEditione illa ac versione coptica adhibita 
editionem instituit, quam C. I. Bunsen in tomo secundo Ana- 
lectorum Antenicaenorum p. 451—460 a. 1854 imprimendam 
curavit. Denuo idem textum recensuit in Reliquiis iuris eccle- 
siastici antiquissimis p. 74—79 a. 1856. Quartam editionem 
debemus Cardinali I. Β. Pitra, qui codice Vindobonensi denuo 
inspecto ac codice Ottoboniano adhibito libellum a. 1864 publi- 
cavit in tomo primo p. 77--86 operis, cui titulus est: Iuris 
ecclesiastici Graecorum historia et monumenta. Cui successit 
A. Hilgenfeld. Recepit scripturam in fasciculo quarto p. 
95—106 Novi Testamenti extra canonem recepti a. 1866, eam- 
que in huius operis vel fasciculi editione altera a. 1884 iterum 
recusit. Nuperrime denique editores Doctrinae apostolorum non- 
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nulli etiam Canones ecclesiasticos typis expresserunt, cum in eos 
pars scripturae illius prior transtisset, et quidem Ph. Bryen- 
nius repetiit editionem Hilgenfeldianam priorem, A. Harnack 
lectionibus codicum graecorum et versionum veterum diligenter 
collatis textum denuo recensuit, partem libelli alteram tanquam 
fragmenta scripturarum antiquissimarum idem, ut iam supra 
(p. LIV) vidimus, commentario amplissimo adornavit, huiusque 
textum recusit Ph. Schaff. Hmendationes aliquot proposuit 
a. 1876 Wilamowitz-Moellendorf in ephemeride, cui titulus est 
Hermes, t. X p. 341 sq. not. 1. 

Textum denuo recensens praeter codices graecos, inter quos 
primum locum obtinet Vindobonensis, cui soli libellum integrum 
debemus, adhibui praesertim Doctrinam apostolorum, quippe 
quae sit fons partis libelli prioris. Contuli etiam versiones 
veteres, quae nonnullis saltem locis ad emendandum textum 
aliquid contribuunt. Versio thebaica autem accuratius consuli 
non potuit, cum Lagarde eam ediderit interpretatione latina non 
adiecta et ego linguae copticae ignarus sim. Libellus in capita 
XXX divisi, sequens versionem thebaicam et plures editores, 
inter quos Lagarde primus est. Lectiones codicis Vindobonensis, 
quem anno 1886 ipse excussi ac signavi V, praeter menda scrip- 
turae omnes notatae sunt. Lectiones autem codicum Ottoboniani 
(O) et Mosquensis (M) non omnes exscriptae sunt, sed eae tan- 
tum, quae maioris momenti esse videntur vel a duobus testibus 
traduntur. Versiones signantur aethiopica A, coptica C, syriaca 
8, thebaica T, Doctrina apostolorum D. Quae auctor ex hae 
scriptura desumpsit, ea characteribus minoribus expressi. 
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Quaestio de ortu Constitutionum apostolorum difficillima ᾿ 
hic non uberius est tractanda. Pauca tantum exponantur. 

Libri sex priores in duabus recensionibus leguntur. Re- 
censio brevior versione tantum syriaca traditur, quam Lagarde 
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et edidit et in linguam graecam retrovertit’). Recensio longior 
in libris sex prioribus operis graeci, quod ad nos pervenit, at- 
que in ceteris versionibus orientalibus exstat. Diu disputabatur, 
utra recensio prior, num Didascalia apostolorum vel recensio 
brevior a posteriore interpolata atque amplificata an Constitu- 
tiones apostolorum decurtatae fuissent. Hoc tempore omnes 
consentire videntur, Didascaliam apostolorum priorem esse. 

Scriptura haud dubie saeculo III exorta est. Qua autem 
saeculi parte conscripta sit, minus clarum est. Cum episcopus 
II, 11—18 graviter admoneatur, ut peccatores paenitentes re- 
cipiat neque semper reiciat, eam nonnisi schismate Novatiani 
exorto confectam esse aliquis concluserit. Sed auctor |. ὁ. etiam 
. Montanistas vel alios disciplinae severioris sectatores respicere 
potuit. Itaque non est certum, scripturam post Novatianum 
compositam esse. Nihil sane continet, quod impediat, quin eam | 
saeculo III medio vel etiam paullo prius exaratam esse censeamus. | 

De recensione longiore vel Constitutionibus apostolorum 
ante omnia nobis quaerendum est, num libri I—VI et liber VII 
ab uno eodemque viro conscripti vel potius interpolati fuerint, 
cum utraque scriptura e libro veteriore provenerit. Quaestio 
affirmanda esse videtur. Non solum nihil contrarium indicat, 
sed etiam plura utramque scripturam ab eodem auctore ampli- 
ficatam esse probant. In utraque enim lbri Psalmorum et Pro- 
verbiorum praesertim ad textum illustrandum ab interpolatore 
adhibiti sunt. Deinde quae VII, 2 de paederastia et fornicatione 
et furto dicuntur, eis simillima sunt, quae interpolator II, 10 et 
VI, 28 Didascaliae apostolorum inseruit. Cf. adnot. ad VII, 2. 
Neque praetermittendum est, quod auctor libri VII ο. 22 lectorem 
distincte ad partem priorem provocat. Unde non solum evidenter 
apparet, eum librum VII cum prioribus coniunxisce, sed etiam 
verisumile fit, eum utramque partem in eam formam redegisse, 
quam in Constitutionibus apostolorum habet*). 

Quo autem tempore interpolator vixit? Plerique eum Se- 


1) Didascalia apostolorum syriace 1854. Analecta Antenicaena ed. 
Bunsen t. Π 1854. 

2) Zahn, Forschungen II, 282, verisimile censet, non interpolatorem 
librorum I—VI, sed posteriorem aliquem libros VII—VIII illis addidisse. 


LX . PROLEGOMENA. 


niarianum putantes saeculo IV medio scripsisse iudicant. Har- 
nack eum ad annos 340—380 vel potius 340—343 retulit 1). 
Rationes vero, quibus sententiam probare studuit, non satis fir- 
mae sunt. Cum in symbolo, quod VII, 41 legitur, uberius de 
Christo agatur, colligendum esse censuit, tempore interpolatoris 
controyersiam Arianam vel Nicaenam iam exortam fuisse, cum- 
que symbolum vocem ὁμοούσιος non contineat, exhibeat autem 
verba οὗ τῆς βασιλείας οὐχ ἔσται τέλος, quae formula, ceteroquin 
aliis verbis expressa, primum in symbolis synodi Antiochenae 
a, 341 apparet et Marcellum Ancyranum respicere putatur, con- 
tendit , symbolum formulis huius synodi et re et tempore pro- 
pinquum esse. At de Christo non minus copiose iam symbolum 
Luciani martyris agit’). Verba οὗ τῆς βασιλείας κτλ. autem 
non solum Marcello, sed etiam Sabellio et Paulo Samosatensi 
opponi potuerunt *). Quae cum ita sint neque alia vestigia 
temporis posterioris certa in opere inveniantur, interpolatorem 
etiam ante synodum Nicaenam vel saeculo ΓΝ ineunte scripsisse 
statuere licet. 

Aliter de aetate interpolatoris sentiendum esset, si idem 
esset cum eo, qui epistulas Ignatii amplificavit quique non ante 
annum 360, probabiliter non ante finem saeculi ΓΝ scripsit. 
Harnack revera nuperrime, aeque ac saeculo XVII Usher, Pseudo- 
clementem et Pseudoignatium eundem esse contendit*). Rem 
autem non demonstravit. E contrario plura argumenta Pseudo- 
ignatium alium fuisse ac Pseudoclementem indicant. Unum hic 
commemoretur. Pseudoignatius non solum post Nicaenam scripsit, 
sed etiam haud dubie a partibus Apollinaristarum stetit. Itaque 
tempore vixit, ad quod Pseudoclementem nemo referre audet°). 

Num interpolator librorum I—VII cum his etiam hbrum 


1) Die Lehre der zw. Ap. Proleg. p. 170 sq. 265 sq. 

2) Athan. De synod. Arim. et Seleuc. c. 23. Socrat. H. Εἰ. Il, 10. 
Symbolum a synodo Antiochena ἃ. 341 repetitum est. Lucianum autem 
esse auctorem testatur Sozomenus H. E. II, 5; VI, 12. 

3) Drey, Neue Untersuchungen iiber die Constitutionen und Kanones 
der Apostel 1832 p. 101 sq. 

4) Lie. p. 244—266. 

5) Cf. Funk, Opp. patrum apost. t. II p. X—XIIH. Lightfoot, 8. Igna- 
tius 1885 t. I p. 249 sqq. 
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VIII coniunxerit, etiam difficilius est ad definiendum. Attamen 
nonnulla indicia probare videntur, illum totum opus, appendice 
Canonum apostolorum excepta, in eam formam redegisse, in qua 
nune legitur. 

Haec hic satis dicta sint. Accuratius de quaestione brevi 
disputabo in Theologische Quartalschrift. 

Librum VII diligenter inspicientes animadvertimus, Pseudo- 
clementem Doctrinam apostolorum fere totam  transcripsisse, 
pauca vero omisisse vel mutasse, scilicet ea, quae ad statum 
ecclesiae, qui erat suo tempore, iam non erant consentanea, 
praesertim Doctr. 11, 3-12, ubi de apostolis vel praedicatoribus 
fidei peregrinantibus et prophetis agitur. Quae autem Doctrinae 
adiciebantur , ea maximam in partem e 8. Scriptura desumpta 
sunt. Exempli gratia mandata, quae Doctrina c. 2’ exhibet, 
fere omnia dictis biblicis confirmantur. Ut facile cognoscas, 
quae sint auctoris Doctrinae, quae interpolatoris, quae 8. Scrip- 
turae, verba Doctrinae characteribus minoribus, verba S. Scrip- 
turae a Pseudoclemente addita in versione latina litteris obliquis 
expressi; verba autem biblica iam in Doctrina exstantia non 
denuo nec litteris mutatis nec in notis indicanda esse mihi vi- 
debantur. ; 

Kditionem Constitutionum apostolorum principem paravit 
Fr. Turrianus Venetiis a. 1563, editiones novissimas P. A. de 
Lagarde (Constitutiones apostolorum, Lipsiae 1862) et I. B. Pitra, 
S. EH. R. Cardinalis, in primo volumine operis, quod inscribitur : 
Iuris ecclesiastici Graecorum historia et monumenta (Romae 1864). 
Equidem textum repetii editoris recentissimi, qui decem codices 
inspexit; aliquot autem locos, ubi Pitra per neglegentiam vel 
alia ex causa errasse videtur, respiciens editionem Lagardianam 
emendavi. 
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De ratione inter Doctrinam apostolorum et Barnabae epi- 
stulam intercedente iam supra disputatum est. Cf. VIH—X. Alia 
infra dicentur, ubi epistulae capita XVIII—XX ita recusa sunt, 
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ut ea, quae e Doctrina apostolorum repetita quaeque Barnabae 
sunt, litteris discernantur. Hic pauca de auctore et tempore 
scripturae addenda sunt. 

Non defuerunt nostris diebus, qui epistulam Barnabae apo- 
stolo attribuendam esse censebant, quippe qui a veteribus omnibus 
auctor haberetur, praesertim Freppel’), Jungmann 5), Nirschl*). 
Argumenta vero, quae attulerunt, non sunt valida. . Testimonia 
veterum non omnino probant. Vix minus unanimes veteres opera 
pseudoclementina Clementi Romano adiudicant quam epistulam 
nostram Barnabae apostolo, et nihilominus. nemo est, qui opera 
illa aliam originem habere ignoret. (Quod autem maxime -pro- 
hibet, ne epistulam a Barnaba apostolo scriptam esse iudicemus, 
est scripturae sententia de vetere testamento, apostolorum sen- 
tentiae plane repugnans. Cum enim apostoli agnoscant, sacri- 
ficia et praecepta caerimonalia testamenti veteris, modo ad tempus, 
a Deo instituta esse, auctor epistulae eis omnem vim abiudicat 
eaque nonnisi per errorem vel Satana Iudaeos decipiente (cf. 
Barn. 9, 4) orta esse exponit copioseque demonstrat. Num apo- 
stolus vel socius apostolorum talia scripsisse putari potest ? 
Kquidem valde dubito. 

Tempus epistulae plures e capite XVI elucere putant. Cum 
ibi de templo erigendo sermo sit ac Hadrianus imperio ineunte 
Iudaeis permissionem templi reaedificandi dedisse tradatur, epi- 
stulam annis 117—120 vel 117-125 confectam esse colligunt. 
Loman 4) nuper loco illo imnisus epistulam ad annos imperio 
Hadriani ultimos vel 180--- 198 retulit. At templum, quod aedi- 
ficatum iri dicit Barnabas, non templum Iudaeorum lapideum, 
sed templum spirituale vel ecclesia Christi est. Htiamsi autem 
locus de templo Hierosolymitano intellegendus esset, epistulam 
Hadriano imperante confectam esse nequaquam sequeretur. Non 
enim certum est, hunc imperatorem Indaeis templum reaedificare 
permisisse. Praeterea cum Indaei templum, postquam deletum 
erat, semper reaedificatum iri sperarent, Barnabas etiam priore 
1) Les peéres apostoliques et leur époque ed. Ill 1870 p. 88 sqq. 

2) Revue catholique de Louvain 1882 t. 53 p. 271 sqq. 


3) Lehrbuch der Patrologie 1881 t. 1 p. 589---οὐ. 
4) Theologisch Tijdschrift 1884 t. 18 p. 182—218, 
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tempore de eo erigendo loqui potuit. Quam ob rationem Har- 
nack') nuperrime scripturam inter annos 96 et 125 exaratam 
esse concessit. 

Mihi tempus epistulae potius e capite [IV definiendum esse 
videtur, ubi rex parvus commemoratur, decem antecessores habens 
eorumque tres simul humilians. Locus haud dubie ex historia 
Romanorum explicandus est, et Nerva revera undecimus ille rex 
haberi potest. In catalogo imperatorum quidem nostro Nerva 
duodecimum locum obtinet; facile autem undecimus appellabatur, 
cum Vitellius in Aegypto non fuisset agnitus. Idem vero tres 
antecessores simul deposuisse dici potuit, et quidem duplici ex 
causa, tum quia Vespasianus, Titus ac Domitianus unius stirpis 
-erant, tum quia Domitianus teste Suetonio (Domit. c. 15) duos 
filios Titi Flavii Clementis consulis Caesares elegit. Nerva ergo 
profecto tribus regibus simul depositis ad imperium pervenit. 
Nonnulli regem parvum de Vespasiano vel de Domitiano inter- 
pretati sunt. Sed ille, etiamsi iam Iulius Caesar numeratur, 
inter imperatores nonnisi decimum locum obtinet; hic quomodo 
tres antecessores simu] humiliaverit, plane incognitum est. Ita- 
que scripturam Nerva imperante vel tempore proximo exortam 
esse lure meritoque censemus. Cf. quae de tempore epistulae 
disputavi in Theologische Quartalschrift 1884 p. 3—33. 


FRAGMENTUM LATINUM. 


Fragmentum Doctrmae apostolorum latinum, quod in hoe 
libro quinto vel ultimo loco typis expressi, codice traditur, qui 
in claustro Melk in Austria inferiore sito asservatur. [am a 
Bernardo Pez a. 1723 in parte secunda tomi quarti Thesauri 
anecdotorum novissimo p. 5 sq. editum est. Nuperrime O. de 
Gebhardt primus animum ad fragmentum advertit eiusque tex- 
tum in editione Doctrinae Harnackiana p. 275—286  recusit 
illustravitque. 

Codex, qui aliquamdiu deperditus esse videbatur, mense 


1) Die Lehre der zw, Ap. Proleg. p. 85 not. 9. 
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autem Augusto anni 1886, quo in claustro aderam, rursus in- 
ventus est, est membranaceus, saec. IX vel X, formae octavae 
maioris, numero 914, olim Q 52 signatus. Continet primo ho- 
milias super pericopas epistularias anni ecclesiastici a dominica 
prima post. Pentecosten usque ad dominicam primam ante na- 
tivitatem Domini. Deinde sequuntur homiliae super epistulas 
festorum Dedicationis ecclesiae, omnium apostolorum, sanctorum 
martyrum, sacerdotum et virginum atque nonnullae aliae. Quibus 
succedit fol. 114*—115* Ammonitio sive praedicatio sancti Boni- 
fatil episcopi de abrenuntiatione in baptismate. Fol. 115° de- 
nique leguntur nonnulla dicta 5. Augustini et fragmentum- Doc- 
trinae apostolorum. Hoc B. Pez una cum sermone 8. Bonifati 
de abrenuntiatione in baptismate imprimendum curavit et ego 
infra accuratius edidi. Dicta autem illa sunt verba, quibus Au- 
gustinus lbrum de fide et symbolo terminavit, scilicet: Haec 
est fides, quae paucis verlis tenenda im symbolo novellis Christranis 
datur. Quae pauca verba fidelibus nota sunt, ut credendo |[sub- 
wugentur Deo], subiugati recte vivant, recte vivendo cor mundent, 
corde mundato quod credunt intellegant. Verba subiungentur Deo, 
quae uncinis inclusi, desunt in codice 1). 

(Quando versio exorta est? Inde quod Lactantius Divin. In- 
stit. VI, 3 de duabus viis agens etiam de duobus ducibus 
viis praepositis dicit atque sectatores viarum alterum luce per- 
enni potiri, alterum ad occasum et tenebras deferri exponit, 
colligendum esse videtur, hune scriptorem iam textum nostrum 
latum cognitum habuisse, qui doctrinam de duabus viis pro- 
ponens solus imagines illas omnes exhibet. Praeterea denotare 
hcet, Lactantium Epit. ὁ. 64 praeceptis non occidendi, non 
adulterandi, non falsi testimonii dicendi propositis de adu- 
lando agere et de hoc vitio dicentem propius ad versionem 
nostram accedere, in qua (2, 6) ὑποχριτής adulator appellatur. 
Attamen Lactantium versionem legisse minime certum est. Div. 
Instit. VI, 3 accuratius inspiciens cognosces, sententiis vel ima- 
ginibus apud gentilibus usitatis eum commotum fuisse, ut de 
ducibus duabus viis praepositis atque de luce et tenebris diceret 


1) Cf. Theologische Quartalschrift 1886 p. 650—655. 
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(cf. adnot. ad 1, 1), et si hoc ita est, alteri areumento nimium 
ponderis non est attribuendum. Cum Lactantius Hpit. ο. 64 quat- 
tuor tantum peccata impugnet et quidem tria, quae in Decalogo 
quoque enumerantur, dubitaverim, num locum scribens Doctri- 
nam apostolorum in mente habuerit, et ex versione latina ipsius 
expositio eo minus repetenda est, cum ad peccata designanda, 
voce adulari sola excepta, aliis prorsus verbis utatur quam La- 
tinus. Sin autem Lactantius versionis testis non est habendus, 
de quaestione supra proposita id tantum cum certitudine dici 
potest, versionem ante saeculum’ IX vel X confectam esse, quo 
tempore codex Mellicensis scriptus est. Rufinus et Pseudocyprianus, 
Latini ceteri, qui Doctrinam apostolorum cognitam habuerunt, 
‘ad quaestionem solvendam nihil conferunt, cum ille praeter {1- 
tulum scripturae nihil exhibeat, hic locum alleget ex ea Doc- 
trinae parte, quae in versione deest. Attamen considerans, patres 
latinos veteres nullam fere scripturae notitiam prodere, non sine 
iure concludere mihi videor, versionem tempore potius recentiore 
quam antiquiore exaratam esse. Si enim Doctrina iam saeculis 
prioribus apud Latinos circumferebatur, nonne mirum est, in 
sermonibus ad catechumenos et competentes crebris, qui ex sae- 
culis IV—VII ad nos pervenerunt, eius nusquam fieri mentio- 
nem? Aut fortasse ponendum est, scripturam quidem dignam 
existimatam fuisse, quae in linguam latinam transferretur, trans- 
latam vero prorsus neglectam fuisse 1) ? 

Quomodo scriptura latina confecta est? Ham non puram 
versionem textus graeci esse iam Gebhardt vidit. Latinus ali- 
quot verba habet, quae nullus alius testis agnoscit, scilicet i, 1 
im saeculo, 1, 2 aeternum, 2, 6 cupidus. Deinde 1, 1 nonnulla 
exhibet, quae nonnisi in epistula Barnabae vel in Hermae Pastore 
leguntur. Porro ordo sententiarum 2, 2. 3 in fragmento latino 
plane singularis est. Duo tantum commemorentur. Cum reliqui 
testes, scilicet Doctrina apostolorum graeca vel codex Constan- 
tinopolitanus , Canones ecclesiastici, Constitutiones apostolorum 
et Syntagma Doctrinae (in quo autem mandatum secundum non 
transcriptum est; Barnabas praetermittendus est, cum ordinem 


1) Cf. Theologische Quartalschrift 1887 p. 359—61. 


LXVI PROLEGOMENA. 


sententiarum prorsus deturbaverit), particulam mandato non occi- 
dendi incipiant et mandato falsi testimonii non dandi locum 
undecimum attribuant, Latinus illud mandatum secundo, hoc 
tertio loco ponit, exordium praecepto non adulterandi faciens. 
Denique apud Latinum aliqua verba desunt, quae apud reliquos 
testes (sc. οὐ χλέπτεις 2, 2) vel saltem in codice Constantino- 
politano (ἀλλὰ μεμεστωμένος πράξει 2, 5) leguntur. Interpres 
igitur, cum a testibus ceteris omnibus tantopere discedat, vix 
exemplar graecum fideliter transtulisse putandus est, sed potiore 
iure est concludendum, eum versionem ita confecisse, ut exem- 
plari graeco nonnulla seu de suo seu de aliqua alia scriptura 
adderet, nonnulla mutaret vel omitteret. Alias statuendum esset, 
illud exemplar una cum reliquis eiusdem recensionis exemplaribus 
deinceps aut brevi deperiisse aut ab omnibus neglectum fuisse ὅ). 

Warfield?) quidem aliter sentit vel censet, Latinum non a 
Barnaba aliquid esse mutuatum, sed potius ambo, interpretem 
et Barnabam, recensione Doctrinae apostolorum vetustiore pariter 
usos esse, et inde proficiscens, quod alias exordium Doctrinae 
latinae vel verba: in his constituti sunt angeli duo, unus aequi- 
tatis, alter iniquitatis, non solum a Barnaba (18, 1), sed etiam 
a Pastore Hermae (Mand. VI, 2, 1) pendere putanda essent, ad 
sententiam illam reprobandam ita argumentatur: nisi statu- 
erimus, Latinum et Barnabam e communi fonte hausisse vetustis- 
simo, nobis ponendum esse: 1) Hermam locum composuisse, 
Barnabam deturbasse et Latinum (casu) ab huius forma in illius 
formam redegisse; 2) Barnabam locum scripsisse, Latinum au- 
tem et Hermam, alterum ab altero non pendentem, adeo simi- 
liter mutasse; 3) Barnabam et Latinum invicem se non respi- 
cientes ab Herma velut auctore loci principe mutuatos esse ; 
4) Latinum a Barnaba atque Hermam a Latino pendere; omnes 
vero has solutiones aequaliter a veri similitudine abhorrere. At 


2) Latinam Barnabae epistulam respexisse etiam Me Giffert sentit 
in The Andover Review V, 430—442 cf. VI, 84. : 

3) Bibliotheca sacra 1886 p. 106. The Andover Review VI, 85 sq- 
Cf. stemma supra p. XXVII propositum. In tractatu priore, quem Schaff 
in sua Doctrinae editione p, 220 —225 inseruit, Warfield textum latinum 
etiam Barnabae fontem esse iudicavit. 
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de loco vel locis non illis tantum modis sentiendum est. Co- 
gitare quoque licet, Latinum respexisse et Barnabam et Hermam 
horumque dicta in unum conflavisse, atque haec sententia illi 
eo magis praeferenda est, cum Warfield praeterea ponat necesse 
sit, exemplar illud sane antiquissimum, quo Barnabas usus est, 
iam corruptum fuisse. Similiter multi alii locos scriptorum diver- 
sorum similes in unum contraxerunt. Lectorem ad Iustinum 
martyrem sufficit provocare, qui mandatum maximum vel man- 
datum amoris Dei (Matth. 22, 36-- 88) ita allegat, ut verbis 
quoque utatur, quae Dominus Satanae se tentanti dixit (Matth. 
4, 10) eisque, ut iam supra vidimus, etiam verba Doctrinae 
apostolorum addat. Scripsit enim Apol. I, 16: Ὡς δὲ χαὶ τὸν 
ϑεὸν μόνον δεῖ προσχυνεῖν, οὕτως ἔπεισεν εἰπών - Meyloty ἐντολή 
got’ χύριον τὸν ϑεόν Gov προσχυνήσεις χαὶ αὐτῷ μόνῳ λατρεύ- 
σεις ἐξ ὅλης τῆς χαρδίας cov χαὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ἰσχύος σου, κύριον 
τὸν ϑεὸν τὸν ποιήσαντά σε. Quod si Iustinus fecit, estne diffi- 
cilius intellectu, interpretem nostruin exordium Doctrinae verbis 
Barnabae aliquot illustrasse et amplificasse atque Barnabae verbis 
pauca similia e Pastore Hermae addidisse ? 


ADDENDA. 


Ad Doctr. 1, 2. Locis regulam auream continentibus notatis adde 
S. Augustini sermonem de symbolo vel ad catechumenos alterum ec. 6, 
ubi legimus: Ad diem et mortem latentis peccati lex ista est generalis: 
Quod tibi non fieri vis, alii ne feceris. Aug. Opp. ed. Bened. Venet. 
1763 VII, II, 1634. 

Ad Doctr. 6, 3 cf. etiam Martyrium Sanctorum Carpi et Papyli et 
Agathonices, quod B. Aubé, L’Eglise et UV Etat dans la seconde moitié du 
111: siécle 1885 p. 499—506, nuper primus edidit. Consuli monenti, ut 
sacrificet diis, Carpus respondet: οἱ ζῶντες τοῖς νεχροῖς od ϑύου ιν (p. 501). 

Ad Doctr. 9, 2. Vitem David ἢ. 1. commemoratam Beh m (ef. p. LI) 
respiciens Lust. Dialog. ο. 110, ubi vitis a Deo et Christo salvatore plan- 
tata ipsius populus declaratur, vix recte, de populo Dei (cum capite arc- 
tissime coniuncto) interpretatur. 

I. B. de Rossi (cf. p. LIL) e disciplina quam dicunt arcani explicat, 
quod Doctrina de eucharistia agens de mysterio corporis et sanguinis 
redemptoris non verba facit, de quo praeter Paulum apostolum I Cor. 
10, 16 Ignatius ad Smyrn. 7, 1 et Iustinus Apol. 1, 65—67 diserte lo- 
quuntur. Verba Doctrinae 7, 2. 3 per auctorem Constitutionum aposto- 
lorum idem censet ideo esse suppressa, quia eius tempore iam piscinae 
baptismales exstabant, ita ut aqua ad hominem immergendum necessaria 
raro deesset atque forma immersionis, nisi baptizandus fuit aegrotus, 
fere semper adhiberi posset. 

Ad pag. XLVII. Versio hungarica apparuit 1884 (non 1885) et 
in ephemeride Magveté-Bél (non Magneto). 

Ad pag. LI addas: Bonhdéffer, Der religiése Standpunkt der Zwélf- 
apostellehre in Theologische Studien aus Wirttemberg VIII, 151—178.  Lu- 
dovicoburgi 1887. 


ATAAXH 
ΤΩΝ AQAEKA AITOXTOAQN. 


ers 


Διδαχὴ χυρίου διὰ τῶν 


δώδεκα ἀποστόλων τοῖς ἔϑνεσιν. 


I. Ὁδοὶ δύο εἰσί, μία τῆς ζωῆς καὶ μία τοῦ ϑανάτου, δια- 


ὅ φορὰ δὲ πολλὴ μεταξὺ τῶν δύο ὁδῶν. 


Tit. Codex duos exhibet titulos, 
de quibus magna controversia exorta 
est. Quaeritur, num uterque genui- 
nus sit, et si non, uter auctori sit 
attribuendus. Plerique, qui unum 
authenticum putant, secundum prae- 
ferunt, cum minus sit verisimile, 
posteriores breviori titulo longiorem 
substituisse, et si recte sentiunt, vox 
ἔϑνη de Christianis e gentilibus in- 
tellegenda est, quem sensum in lit- 
teris christianis veteribus saepius 
habet. Harnack contulit Rom. 11, 
I3(2) 3 Gale 2) 12.145) Hpbs-3,, 1s 
Testam. patriarch. XII, 11 et inscrip- 
tiones epistulae ad Hebraeos et Evan- 
gelii secundum Hebraeos. Titulus 
ergo titulis harum scripturarum si- 
milis esset, in quibus Hebraei sunt 
Christiani ex Judaeis. Sententiae 
dicunt neque patres obstare, qui ti- 
tulum breviorem omnes allegant, 
neque verba ταῦτα πάντα προειπόντες 
βαπτίσατε 7,1, equibus partem scrip- 
turae priorem ad catechumenos in- 
struendos destinatam fuisse eluceat; 
Christianos certe fuisse, qui sermo- 


2. Ἢ μὲν οὖν ὁδὸς τῆς 


nem pronuntiaverint, et verba χυρίου 
διά facile a posterioribus omitti po- 
tuisse, quippe qui scripturam ab 
apostolis ipsis confectam esse puta- 
verint nec perspexerint, quo sensu 
διδαχὴ κυρίου appellata sit. Argu- 
menta, quibus sententia nititur, non 
parvi aestimanda sunt. Attamen ei 
assentiri non possum. Cum pars 
scripturae prior seu ea, quae titulum 
protinus sequitur, de catechumenis 
instituendis agat, vox #97 potius 
de gentilibus ad Christianam reli- 
gionem se convertentibus quam de 
Christianis e gentilibus intellegenda 
est. Inde autem, quod titulus ad 
partem scripturae tantum refertur, 
non est colligendun, scripturam olim 
ex capitibus I—VI solis constitisse 
aut titulum longiorem a librario ad- 
iectum esse. Cum dimidia fere scrip- 
turae pars catechumenis erudiendis 
inserviret, auctor ipse titulum lon- 
giorem priori addere potuit, ut in- 
dicaret, quibus pars illa destinata 
esset. Si res ita se habet, alius sane 
titulus parte priore finita exspectan- 


DOCTRINA 
DUODECIM APOSTOLORUM. 


Doctrina Domini per duodecim apostolos gentibus tradita. 
I. Duae viae sunt, altera vitae et altera mortis, sed mul- 


tum interest inter duas vias. 


dus esse videtur. 


2. Via igitur lucis haec est: 


Titulus vero ab|catum fuisse. Auctori vox ideo quo- 


auctore facile omitti potuit, cum que addenda erat, quia etiam de aliis 


verbis ταῦτα πάντα προειπόντες satis 
clare partem alteram incipere indi- 
caret. — Voces διδαχὴ τῶν ἀποστόλων 


et διδαχὴ τοῦ κυρίου etiam in 8. Scrip- | 


tura leguntur, illae Act. 2, 42, hae 


Act. 13, 12. Tit. 2, 10 διδϑασχαλία | 
τοῦ σωτῆρος, II loann. 9 διδαχὴ tod 


Χριστοῦ commemoratur. Iustinus 
Apol. 1, 53 τῆς παρὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων 
αὐτοῦ (sc. Ἰησοῦ) διδαχῆς mentionem 
facit. Auctor Ascensionis [658188 
(saeculo II ineunte ut videtur con- 
scriptae) c. 3 ed. Dillmann p. 13 
scribit, Christo adveniente praedica- 
turos esse discipnlos eius doctrinam 
duodecim apostolorum. Vocem dw- 
dexa, Warfield (Biblioth. sacra 1886 
p- 110) in titulo breviore, quem so- 
lum genuinum habet, delendam esse 
putat, cum neque a Latino neque a 
patribus  scripturam = laudantibus 
agnita sit. Sed res ex contrario 
evenisse videtur. Longe enim veri- 
similius est, titulum a patribus ab- 
breviatum quam a librario amplifi- 


apostolis quam de duodecim loqui 
voluit. Cf. 11, 3. 

I, 1. De viis in 8. Seriptura sex- 
centies sermo est, de via Domini et 
de via hominum, de via iustorum 
et de via peccatorum, de via aequi- 
tatis et de via iniquitatis etc. Viae 
vitae et mortis commemorantur Ie- 
rem. 21, 8. Cf. Baruch 4, 1; Prov. 
12, 28; Matth. 7, 18—14. Barnabas 
18, 1, descriptionem duarum viarum 
exordiens, loquitur de via lucis et 
de via tenebrarum (I Joann. 1,5—7); 
19, 2 et 20, 1 autem etiam viam 
mortis dicit. Auctor Testam. pa- 
triarch. X, 1 de viis boni et mali 
loquitur. Clemens Alexandrinus cum 
Strom. V, 5, 31 p. 664 ed. Potter 
scribat, duas vias statuere Evange- 
lium et apostolos et prophetas 
(Ps. 1), credere aliquis possit, eum 
initium Doctrinae apostolorum ante 
oculos habuisse. Res vero non est 
certa. Clemens potuit etiam I loann. 
1, 5—7 respicere. 

15 


σι 


4 DOCTRINA 


ζωῆς ἐστιν αὕτη πρῶτον ἀγαπήσεις τὸν ϑεὸν τὸν ποιήσαντα σε, 
δεύτερον τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς σεαυτόν" πάντα δὲ ὅσα ἐὰν ϑελύ- 
ons μὴ γίνεσθαί σοι, χαὶ σὺ ἄλλῳ μὴ ποίει. 8. Τούτων δὲ τῶν 
λόγων ἡ διδαχή ἐστιν αὕτη: ὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμῖν 


[29: χαὶ ὅσα μὴ ϑέλητε ξαυτοῖς γί- 
γεσϑαι. ἑτέρῳ μὴ ποιεῖτε. Cf. West- 
cott-Hort, The New Test. Notes p. 96. 
| Similiter Theophilus in libro ad Au- 
spexisse, ubi verba leguntur Matth. tolyeum II, 34 postquam dixit, per 
22, 837—39; Mare. 12, 30—31. Ve-| legem et sanctos prophetas nos edoc- 
tus Testamentum mandata diversis tos fuisse, ἀπέχεσϑαι ἀπὸ τῆς ἀϑεμί- 

tov εἰδωλολατρείας καὶ μοιχείας καὶ 
alterum Lev. 19,18. Primum man-| φόνου, πορνείας, κλοπῆς, φιλαργυρίας, 


2. πρῶτον ἀγαπήσεις χτλ.] Vocibus 
πρῶτον et δεύτερον et mandata amo- 
ris Dei et proximi coniungens auctor 
prodit se Novum Testamentum re- 


locis exhibet, alterum Deut. 6, δ, 
datum valde abbreviatum redditur. | 


Auctor non solum vocem χύριον ante 


tov ϑεόν, sed etiam verba ἐν ὕλῃ τῇ 
χαρδίᾳ cov κτλ. omisit, quibus gra- 
dus amoris exprimitur. Altera ex 
parte addidit τὸν ποιήσαντά oe ex 
Sirach 7, 30, ubi legimus: ἐν ὕλῃ δυ- 
VOWEL ἀγάπησον TOY ποιήσαντά σε. 
Cf. Deut. 32, 6. — πάντα δὲ χτλ.] 
Matthaeus 7, 12 mandatum his verbis 
exhibet: πάντα οὖν ὕσα ἂν ϑέλητε 
ἵνα ποιῶσιν ὑμῖν ot ἄνϑρωποι, οὕτως 
χαὶ ὑμεῖς ποιεῖτε αὐτοῖς. Similiter 
Lucas 6, 91. Evangelistae igitur vo- 
cem μή omittunt. Hodem autem 
modo quo in Doctrina, i. e. negative 
expressa sententia persaepe apud 
veteres exstat. In codice Cantabri- 
giensi et nonnullis aliis codicibus, in 
Irenaei libro adv. haeres. III, 12, 14 
et in Cypriani libro ad Quirinum III, 
119 (Cypr. opp. ed. Hartel I, 184) 
tanquam additamentum ad Act. 15, 
20 et 29 legitur. Act. 15, 20 enim 
post verba ἀπέχεσϑαι ἀπὸ τῶν ἀλιο- 
γημάτων τῶν εἰδώλων χαὶ τῆς πορ- 
γείας καὶ τοῦ πνιχτοῦ καὶ τοῦ αἵματος 
additur: χαὶ ὅσα μὴ ϑέλωσιν αὐτοῖς 
γίνεσϑαι, ἑτέροις μὴ ποιεῖν, Act. 25, 


doxov ψεύδους, ὀργῆς καὶ πάσης ἀσελ- 
γείας καὶ ἀκαϑαρσίας, pergit scribens: 
χαὶ πάντα don ἂν μὴ βούλεται ἄν- 
ϑρωπος ξαυτῷ γίνεσϑαι, ἵνα μηδὲ ἄλλῳ 
mow. Deinde sententia legitur in 
Pseudo-Theophili libro Allegoriarum 
ΠῚ, 31 (Kd. Zahn, Forschungen IL, 61), 
in inscriptione Iuliae Concordiae in- 
venta (de Rossi, Bulletino 1874 p. 137), 
et in Vita Alexandri Severi c. 51, 
ubi Lampridius narrat, imperatorem 
clamasse saepius, quod a quibusdam 
sive Iudaeis sive Christianis audisset 
et teneret, idque per praeconem, cum 
aliquem emendaret, diciiussisse: Quod 
tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris; 
quam sententiam usque adeo eum 
dilexisse, ut et in palatio et in pub- 
licis operibus eam perscribi iuberet. 
In Recognitionibus Clement. VIII, 58 
haec leguntur: Omnis propemodum 
actuum nostrorum in eo colligitur 
observantia, ut quod ipsi pati nolu- 
mus, ne hoc aliis inferamus; sicut 
enim ipse occidi non vis, Caveas opor- 
tet ne alium occidas, et sicut tuum 
‘non vis violari matrimonium, nec 
‘tu alterius macules torum, furtum 
pati non vis, nec ipse facias; et intra 
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5 


primum diliges Deum, qui te creavit, deinde proximum tuum 
sicut te ipsum; omnia vero, quaecunque non vis tibi fieri, nec 


tu alteri facias, 


hance regulam humanorum gestorum riores hauserint. 


singula quaeque concurrunt. Denique 
Constitutiones apostolorum comme- 
morentur, quae, praeter librum VII, 1, 
sententiam bis exhibent, I, 1 et III, 


15, eamque hoc loco sic expressam: | 
_tur explicatio verborum praeceden- 


ὃ μισεῖς σοι γενέσϑαι, οὐδὲ ἄλλῳ σὺ 
ποιήσεις. Sententia autem non so- 
lum apud Christianos, sed etiam 
apud Judaeos usitata neque genti- 
libus incognita fuit. Tob. 4, 15 le- 
gimus: 0 μισεῖς, μηδενὶ ποιήσῃς, quem 
locum Clemens Alex. Strom. II, 23, 
139 p. 503 verbis reddit: 8 μισεῖς, 
ἄλλῳ ov ποιήσεις. Philon in libro 
de [udaeorum exodo de Aegypto de- 
perdito dictum commemoravit: ἅτις 
παϑεῖν ἐχϑαίρει, μὴ ποιεῖν αὐτόν. 
Cf. Eus. Praepar. evang. VIII, 7. 


Teste Talmud (Babyl. Sabbat 31 a) | 


Rabbi Hillel officia erga proximum 
verbis comprehendit: Quod tibi dis- 
plicet, id alteri ne facias. 


Tsocrates | 


(Nicocles c. 61 ed. Benseler p. 40 sq.) | 
seribit: ἃ πάσχοντες ὑφ᾽ ἑτέρων do- | 
γίζεσϑε, ταῦτα τοὺς ἄλλους μὴ ποιεῖτε. | 


Sinenses sententiam non ignorasse 
ex lis apparet, quae scripsit Biilffinger 


Doctrina duodecim apostolorum ( The 
Teaching of the Tw. Ap. 1886) p. 10 
adnotavit. Cf. J. Bernays, Ges. Ab- 
handlungen I (1885), 274—76. Inter 
Christianos testis sententiae in for- 
mam negativam redactae primus est 
auctor noster, et cum S. Scriptura 
sententiam positive expressam ex- 
hibeat, conicere licet, Doctrinam esse 


3. Doctrina autem horum verborum haec est: 


Auctor Doctrinae 
autem formam illam ipse creasse 
putari potest, cum infra 4, 12. 13 
quoque dicta 5. Scripturae positiva 
modo negativo reddat. 

3. τούτων dé τ. 2. ἡ διδαχή] Indica- 


tium, et quidem omnium, cum auctor 
unum vel alterum mandatum solum 
explicare se velle non dicat. Erra- 
verunt ergo, qui respicientes 2, 1 
atque hune locum de mandato amo- 
proximi interpretantes verba 
τούτων τῶν λόγων ad mandatum 
amoris Dei referebant. Revera verbis 
εὐλογεῖτε κτλ. non hoc, sed alterum 
mandatum maxime explicatur. Quod 
autem verba εὐλογεῖτε κτλ. ad sen- 
tentias propositas explanandas pri- 
mum allegantur, id inde explican- 
dum esse videtur, quod illa verba 
in eadem 8. Scripturae parte exstant, 
in qua sententia tertia: πάντα δὲ 
ὅσα ἐὰν ϑελήσῃς xti-, etiamsi non 
prorsus lisdem verbis expressa, le- 
gitur, scilicet in sermone Domini in 
monte pronuntiato. Partem sequen- 


ris 


tem, εὐλογεῖτε --- διδαχῆς 2, 1, plures 
in Specimine doctrinae vet. Sin. 1724 | interpolatam esse putarunt, ita ut 
p- 53—55, atque Taylor in libro de 


verbis διδαχή ἔστιν αὕτη protinus 
adiungenda essent verba οὐ φονεύσεις 
χτλ. 2, 2. Particula quidem deest 
in fragmento latino, in Barnabae 
epistula et in Canonibus ecclesiasti- 
cis. Cum autem per Pastorem Hermae 
et Constitutiones apostolorum agnos- 
catur, genuina habenda est. Cf. quae 
de ea disputavi in Prolegomenis. — 
εὐλογεῖτε — διωκόντων ὑμᾶς] Verba 


fontem principalem, ex quo poste-, omnia leguntur Matth. 5, 44. Modo 
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nal προσεύχεσϑε ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐχϑρῶν ὑμῶν, νηστεύετε δὲ ὑπὲρ τῶν 
διωκόντων ὑμᾶς" ποία γὰρ χάρις, ἐὰν ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἀγαττῶντας 
ὑμᾶς; οὐχὶ καὶ τὰ ἔϑνη τὸ αὐτὸ ποιοῦσιν; Ὑμεῖς δὲ ἀγαπᾶτε 
τοὺς μισοῦντας ὑμᾶς, χαὶ οὐχ ἕξετε ἐχϑρόν. 4. ᾿Ζπέχου τῶν 
σαρκικὼν χαὶ σωματικῶν ἐπιϑυμιῶν. “Kay τις σοι δῷ ῥάπισμα εἰς 
τὴν δεξιὰν σιαγόνα, στρέψον αὐτῷ καὶ τὴν ἄλλην, καὶ ἔσῃ τέλειος " 
ἐὰν ayyagevon σέ τις μίλιον ἕν, Umaye μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ dio: ἐὰν ἄρῃ 
τις τὸ ἱμάτιόν σου, δὸς αὐτῷ καὶ τὸν χιτῶνα" ἐὰν λάβῃ τις ἀπὸ 
σοῦ τὸ σόν, μὴ ἀπαίτει" οὐδὲ γὰρ δύνασαι. 5. Παντὶ τῷ αἰτοῦντί 


νηστεύετε deest in S. Scriptura; vo-| rum Doctrinae. — ποία --- ἀγαπῶντας 
cem ἐχϑρῶν evangelista non post) ὑμᾶς] Haec scribens auctor non so- 
noocetvyco9e posuit, ubi habet ἐπηρεα- | lum Matth. 5, 46 respexit, sed hune 
Covtwy, sed ante εὐλογεῖτε, verba| locum et Luc. 6, 32 in unum con- 
nonnulla praemittens. Versus enim flavit. Voces γὰρ ἐάν παροὺ Mat- 
S. Scripturae hic est: ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς | thaeus, cum Lucas scribat zal εἰ. 
ἐχϑροὺς ὑμῶν, εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς xata- Verba ποία χάρις exhibet hic, cum 
ρωμένους ὑμᾶς, χαλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς | Matthaeus dicat: τίνα μισϑὸν ἔχετε. 
μισοῦσιν ὑμᾶς, καὶ προσεύχεσϑε ὑπὲρ |Membra sententiae apud utrumque 
τῶν ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς καὶ διωχόν- Θνδηρθ]δύθτη invertuntur. — οὐχὲ 
tov ὑμᾶς. Cf. Luc. 6, 27. Rom. 12, xrd.] Matth.5,46.47. Versu 47 haec 
14. Mandata hic proposita etiam in leguntur: ody) χαὶ οἱ ἐϑνιχοὶ οὕτως 
Clem. Hom. XII, 32 inde colliguntur, ποιοῦσιν; Verba τὸ αὐτό exhibet ver- 
quod Christianus proximum diligere | sus 46, in quo locum gentilium ob- 
debet sicut se ipsum, et postquam | tinent publicani. Lucas 6, 32. 33 
Pseudoclemens pluraexemplaattulit, de peceatoribus dicit. — ἀγαπᾶτε τ. 
concludit, ut uno verbo dicat: 0 ϑέλει | 4. ὑμᾶς] Verba leguntur, modo ali- 
savt@, ϑέλει χαὶ τῷ πλησίον, scilicet | ter disposita, Matth. 5, 44 et Lue. 
6 τὸν πλησίον ἀγαπῶν ὡς ξαυτόν. ὃ, 27. 28. Contextus etiam magis 
Phrasis νηστεύειν ὑπὲρ τῶν διωκόν- | Luc. 6,35 in memoriam revocat, ubi 
τῶν praeter hune locum in litteris| evangelista, postquam 6, 32—34 ex- 
christianis nusquam invenitur. Auc-| posuit, hominibus nullam esse gra- 
tor Constitutionum apostolorum ver- | tiam iis tantum benefacientibus, qui 
ba omisit. Origenes in Hom. X in| ipsis benefacerent, pergit scribens: 
Lev. (de la Rue II, 246) quidem de | πλὴν ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχϑροὺς ὑμῶν, 
ieiunandi ratione loquitur religiosa, | χαὶ ἀγαϑοποιεῖτε χτλ. --- χαὶ οὐχ 
cuius laus quorundam apostolorum | ἕξετε 8.1 Num praeceptum dat auc- 
litteris praedicetur, cum in quodam | tor, an indicat, quod eis eventurum 
libello ab apostolis dictum invenia- | est, qui inimicos diligunt? Huic in- 
tur: Beatus est, qui etiam ieiunat| terpretationi quidem favet Lucas 6, 
pro eo, ut alat pauperem. Sed sensus|35, verbis modo laudatis addens: 
huius loci alius est ac sensus verbo- | xai ἔσται ὁ μισϑὸς ὑμῶν πολὺς κτλ. 
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Benedicite maledicentibus vobis et orate pro inimicis vestris, ie- 
iunate pro persequentibus vos; quae enim gratia, si diligitis eos, 
qui vos diligunt? Nonne et gentes idem faciunt? Vos autem 
diligite eos, qui oderunt vos, neque inimicum habebitis. 4. Abstine 


a carnalibus et corporalibus cupiditatibus. 
intulerit in dexteram maxillam, 


Si quis tibi plagam 5 
praebe ih et alteram, et eris 


perfectus; 51 quis angariaverit te mille passus, vade cum illo duo 
milia; si quis sustulerit palliwum tuwm, da ei et tunicam; si 
quis abstulerit a te, quod twwm est, ne repetas; neque enim 


Illa autem praeferenda est. Infra 
2, 7 Doctrina dicit: οὐ μισήσεις πάντα 
ἄνϑρωπον. 

4, 5. 
Constit. ap. VII, 1 et plures edd., 
praesertim Bryennius. — ἀπέχου xti.] 
I Petr. 2,11. Cf. Tit: 2,12; [1 Clem. 
17, 3 (χοσμικαὶ ἐπιϑυμίαι). Si con- 
textum respexeris, haec verba vix de 
cupiditatibus immundis, sed potius 
de desideriis hominum cupidinem 
carnis sequentium in universum in- 
terpretaberis. Auctor dicere videtur: 
devitans cupiditates carnales, si quis 
te percusserit in maxillam dexteram, 
noli repercutere, sed potius praebe 
etalteram maxillam. — ἐάν we χτλ.] 
Matthaeus 5, 39 exhibet: ὅστις σε 
ῥαπίσει ἐπὶ τὴν δεξιὰν xta. Cf. Lue. 
6, 29. --- ἔσῃ τέλειος] Auctor haud 
dubie respexit Matth. 5, 48, ubi evan- 
gelista laudatis singulis Domini prae- 
ceptis ad perfectionem christianam 
pertinentibus concludit: ἔσεσϑε οὖν 
ὑμεῖς τέλειοι, ὥσπερ 6 πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ 
ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς τέλειός ἐστιν. Vox 
etiam infra 6, 2 legitur; verbum 
τελειοῦν 10, 5; 16, 2. Cf. Matth. 
19, 21. Lue. 6, 40. — ἐὰν ἀγγαρεύσῃ 
zth.| Matth. 5,41. Lucas hance par- 
ticulam non habet. — ἐὰν ἄρῃ κτλ.] 
Matth. 5, 40, ubi autem voces iuc- 


σωματικῶν cod: xocuxdor | 


τιον et χιτών invertuntur. Lue. 6, 29 
has voces eodem quidem ordine po- 


suit, quo Doctrina, sed alias ab huius 


textu magis discrepat. — ἐὰν λάβῃ 
xti.| Lue. 6, 30. Matthaeus haec non 
habet. Una ergo sententia huius 
versus apud Lucam, una apud Mat- 
thaeum deest. Utraque vero in Ta- 
tiani Diatessaron exstat. In hoc libro 
praeterea quattuor huius versus sen- 
tentiae in eodem ordine quo in Doc- 
trina leguntur, et quarta in ea for- 
ma, quae in hac, neque vero in S. 
Scriptura invenitur. Cf. Zahn, For- 
schungen I, 133 sq. Consensus itaque 
tantus est, ut alter liber ab altero 
pendere iure meritoque censeatur. 
Quis autem posterior sit, auctor Doc- 
trinae an Tatianus, vix dubium est. 

- οὐδὲ γὰρ δύνασαι) scilicet ἀπαιτεῖν 
παρ᾽ ἀσεβῶν καὶ ἐξουσίαν ἐχόντων διαρ- 
πάζειν τὰ τῶν Χριστιανῶν, αὖ inter- 
pretatur Bryennius. loannes Clima- 
cus in loco in Prolegomenis laudato, 
qui hue pertinere videtur, summum 
pietatis fastigium in eo esse dicit, 
quod aliquis ea, quae ipsi auferun- 
tur, etiamsi potest, non repetit. 

5. παντὶ xta.| Haec sententia le- 
gitur Luc. 6, 30, ubi autem pars 
altera ita amplificata est: χαὶ ἀπὸ 
τοῦ αἴροντος τὰ σὰ μὴ ἀπαίτει. Mat- 


σι 
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σὲ δίδου καὶ μὴ ἀπαίτει" πᾶσι γὰρ ϑέλει δίδοσθαι ὃ πατὴρ ex 
τῶν ἰδίων χαρισμάτων. Μαχάριος ὃ διδοὺς κατὰ τὴν ἐντολήν" 
ἀϑῶος γάρ ἐστιν. Οὐαὶ τῷ λαμβάνοντι: εἰ μὲν γὰρ χρείαν ἔχων 
λαμβάνει τις, ἀϑῶος ἔσται: ὃ δὲ μὴ χρείαν ἔχων δώσει δίκην, 
ἱνατί ἔλαβε καὶ εἰς τί: ἐν συνοχῇ δὲ γενόμενος ἐξετασϑήσεται περὶ 
ὧν ἔπραξε, χαὶ οὐκ ἐξελεύσεται ἐκεῖϑεν, μέχρις οὗ ἀποδῷ τὸν ἔσχα- 
tov κοδράντην. 6. ᾿Αλλὰ χαὶ περὶ τούτου δὲ εἴρηται" Ἱδρωσάτω 
ἡ ἐλεημοσύνη σου εἰς τὰς χεῖρας σου, μέχρις ἂν γνῷς, tine δῷς. 

Il. Δευτέρα δὲ ἐντολὴ τῆς διδαχῆς" 2. Οὐ φονεύσεις, ov 
μοιχεύσεις, οὐ παιδοφϑορήσεις, οὐ πορνεύσεις, οὐ κλέψεις, οὐ μα- 
γεύσεις, οὐ φαρμαχεύσεις, οὐ φονεύσεις τέχνον ἐν φϑορᾷ -οὐδὲ 


thaeus 5, 42 nec secundam partem 
nec vocem παντί habet. Hune ver- 
sum et 4, 7 exscripsit Hermas in 
Mandato II, 4—6. Cf. Prolegomena. 
— πᾶσι xti.| Similiter Zabulon in 
Testam. duod. patriarch. VI, 7 dicit: 
χαὶ ὑμεῖς οὖν, τέχνα μου, ἐξ ὧν παρ- 
ἔχει ὑμῖν 6 ϑεός, ἀδιακρίτως πᾶσι 
σπλαγχνιζόμενοι ἐλεᾶτε χαὶ παρέχετε 
παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐν ἀγαϑῇ καρδίᾳ. — 
μαχάριος --- ἐντολήν] Cf. Matth. ὅ, 7, 
ubi misericordes beati praedicantur. 
Hunc locum auctor fortasse ante 
oculos habuit. Verisimilius autem 
est eum mandatum respexisse, quod 
versu ineunte legitur, sc. παντὶ τῷ 
αἰτοῦντί σε δίδου. Sirach 29, 11 seri- 
bit: ϑὲς τὸν ϑεσαυρόν σου zat ἐν- 
τολὰς ὑψίστου, χαὶ λυσιτελήσει σοι 
μᾶλλον ἢ τὸ χρυσίον. οὐαὶ τῷ λαμ- 
βάνοντι χτλ.] Cf. fragmentum sub 
nomine Clementis Alex. traditum, 
quod exscripsi in Prolegomenis. — 
ἐν συνοχῇ] εἰς φυλακήν Matth. ὃ, 25. 
Lue. 12, 58. — οὐχ ἐξελεύσεται κχτλ.]} 
Matth. 5, 26. Lucas 12,59 non vocem 
χοδράντην habet, sed λεπτόν, et post 
ov inserit particulam χαί. 

6. 7. δὲ cod : δὴ Br(yennius) | ἱδρω- 
σάτω em Br : Wewtdtw cod, con ἱόρυ- 


| det. 


σάτω Hilgenfeld, μὴ δραχϑήτω Zahn, 
ἱερωτάτη Potwin. — Οεἰρηται] sc. in 
Scriptura. Cf. 16,7. Quae est autem 
Scriptura, quam auctor respexit? 
Taylor, The Teaching Ὁ. 11—18, de 
verbis Gen. 3, 19 cogitavit: In sudore 
vultus tui vesceris pane, et inter- 
pretatus est: manus tuas imple su- 
dore laboris tui, et de fructibus la- 
boris dispone, dum quaeris, cui des; 
vel : labora tamdiu, donec cognoveris, 
cui des. Interpretatio vero exemplis 
allatis non confirmatur. Inprimis 
verba Pseudo-Athanasii in Quaest. 
ad Antioch. ducem 88 (Migne, P. Gr. 
t. 28 p. 651): χαὶ ἄλλος πάλιν 6 μισϑὸς 
τοῦ γεωπόνου ἐξ ἰδίου ἱδρῶτος ποι- 
οὔντος συμπάϑειαν, καὶ ἕτερος 6 τοῦ 
ἄρχοντος τοῦ ἀπὸ δώρων καὶ προσό- 
δὼν παρέχοντος, locum nostrum ne- 
quaquam illustrant. Sententia cla- 
rissima est. De variis eleemosynae 
generibus agens Pseudo-Athanasius 
dicit, eleemosynam agricolae, qui ex 
proprio sudore misericordiam exer- 
ceat, plus valere ac pluris aestiman- ~ 
dam esse, quam eleemosynam prin- 
cipis, qui ex donis et proventibus 
Pauper ergo misericors oppo- 
nitur diviti benefico, eum in Doctrina 
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potes. 5. Omni petenti te tribue neque repetas; omnibus enim 
pater vult tribui ex suis donis. Beatus, qui dat secundum man- 
datum; innocens enim est. Vae ei, qui accipit; etenim si quis 
indigens quidem accipit, innocens erit; qui autem non indigens 
accipit, rationem reddet, quare acceperit et ad quid; in vinculis 
constitutus inquiretur de eis, quae fecit, neque exbit inde, donec 
reddiderit novissimum quadrantem. 6. Sed de hac re quoque 
dictum est: Sudato eleemosyna tua in manibus tus, donee cog- 
noveris, cur des. 

Il. Secundum autem mandatum doctrinae: 2. Non occides, 
non adulterium facies, pueros non corrumpes, non fornicaberis, 
non furaberis, non incantabis, venenum non miscebis, non inter- 
ficies foetum in abortione neque interimes infantem natum, non 


discrimen eiusmodi non fiat. Aucto- 
rem insuper Gen. 3, 19 non in mente 
habuisse inde sequitur, quod non so- 
lum sententiam, sed etiam verba al- 
legare volnit. Itaque fatendum est, 
Scripturam illam nos latere. Sensus 
est: maneat eleemosyna tua in ma- 
nibus tuis, quamvis eo, quod din re- 
tinetur, calida fiat, donec cognoveris, 
cui des. Similis sententia legitur 
Sirach 12, 1—6: ἐὰν εὖ ποιῇς, yoo, 
τίνι ποιεῖς χτλ. Idem scribit iuxta 
LXX 29, 12, postquam versu prae- 
cedente ad dandum admonuit: ovy- 
χλεισον ἐλεημοσύνην ἐν τοῖς ταμείοις 
σον, καὶ αὕτη ἐξελεῖταί σε ἐχ πάσης 
χαχώσεως, cum Vulgata 29, 15 ver- 
tat: conclude eleemosynam in corde 
pauperis, et haec pro te exorabit ab 
omni malo. Oracula Sibyll. II, 79 ex- 
hibent: ἱδρῶσι σταχύων χειρὲ χρήζοντι 
παράσχου. --- μέχρις ἂν γνῷς τ. 6.] 
His verbis auctor mandatum dimi- 
nuit, quod supra verbis παντὲ τῷ 
αἰτοῦντί σε δίδου κτλ. proposuerat. 
Attamen non plane 510] repugnat. 
Non distincte saltem dicit nonnullis 


forte eleemosynam non esse dandam. 
Praeterea verba cum alterius sint, 
non auctoris, non nimis urgenda sunt. 
II, 1. Plurimi δευτέραν ἐντολὴν 
τῆς διδαχῆς de mandato secundo vel 
de mandato amoris proximi intellexe- 
runt. Cum autem in parte praece- 
dente non de mandato primo vel de 
mandato amoris Dei agatur, verba 
aliter explananda sunt. Auctor in 
hac parte non mandatum secundum 
explicare, sed potius aliud manda- 
tum vel alia mandata ad sententias 
supra propositas explicandas exhi- 
bere vult; prosequitur, ut aliis verbis 
dicam, explicationem trium senten- 
tiarum, quam supra incepit, expli- 
cationi priori alteram adiciens. Ex- 
plicationem autem illam non simpli- 
citer continuat, sed aliam exhibet, 
respiciens Matth. 19, 16—19, ubi 
Dominus descriptionem viae vitae 
lisdem verbis incipit, adulescenti in- 
terroganti, quid boni faciat, ut ha- 
beat vitam aeternam vel ad vitam 
ingrediatur, respondens: Non homi- 
cidium facies, non adulterabis etc. 


οι 


σι 
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x ἣν = ? , ‘ ~ 
yewyvev ἀποχτενεῖς, οὐκ ἐπιϑυμήσεις ta tov πλησίον. 3. Οὐκ ἐπιορ- 
! 2 f ' L 
κησξις, οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, οὐ χαχολογήσεις, OD μνησικακήσεις. 
Ξ 4 > ὩΣ τιν Χ δὴ ε 
4. Οὐχ ἔσῃ διγνώμων οὐδὲ δίγλωσσος παγὶς yap ϑανάτου ἡἣ δι- 


γλωσσία. 
μεμεστωμένος πράξει. 


πονηρὰν χατὰ τοῦ πλησίον σου. 


5. Οὐχ ἔσται 6 λόγος cov ψευδῆς, οὐ κενός, ἀλλὰ 
6. Οὐχ ἔσῃ πλεονέχτης οὐδὲ ἅρπαξ οὐδὲ 
ὑποχριτὴς οὐδὲ χαχοήϑης οὐδὲ ὑπερήφανος. 


Οὐ λήψῃ. βουλὴν 


7. Οὐ μισήσεις πάντα ἄνθρωπον, 


ἀλλὰ ods μὲν ἐλέγξεις, [οὺς δὲ ἐλεήσεις], περὶ δὲ ὧν προσεύξῃ, 
adc δὲ ἀγαπήσεις ὑπὲρ τὴν ψυχήν σου. 


2. 1. γεννηϑέν c. Barn. Const. ap. : 
γεννηθέντα cod. — Mandata οὐ go- 
γνεύσεις, οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὐ κλέψεις οὖ 
(v. 8) οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, Exod. 20, 
13—16 aliter disposita, Deut. 5, 17 —20 
quidem eundem ordinem obtinent. 
Ex ratione autem in nota praece- 
dente proposita et cum mandato ov 
ψευδομαρτυρήσεις non sint adiecta 
verba χατὰ τοῦ πλησίον cov μαρτυ- 
οίαν ψευδῆ, quae Deut. 5, 20 legun- 
tur, auctor non Vetus Testamentum, 
sed Matth. 19, 18 respexisse putan- 
dus est. Animadvertendum est, quod 
etiam infra ὁ. 3 et 5 catalogi pecca- 
torum exhibentur et ubique homici- 
dio primus, adulterio vel fornicationi 
secundus locus attribuitur. Similiter 
hic et ὁ. 5 furtum et magia vel ido- 
lolatria sibi succedunt, cum 3, 4 ido- 
lolatria furto 3,5 anteposita sit. — 
ov μοιχεύσεις χτλ.] Clemens Alex. 
scribit Paedag. III, 12, 89 p. 305: 
Ἔστιν ἡμῖν ἡ δεχάλογος ἣ διὰ Μωΐ- 
σέως . . . περιγράφουσα᾽ οὐ μοιχεύ- 
σεις, οὐκ εἰδωλολατρήσεις, οὐ παιδο- 
φϑορήσεις, οὐ κλέψεις, οὐ ψευδομαρ- 
τυρήσεις. Cf. Paedag. I, 10, 89 
p. 223. Protrept. 10, 108 p. 85. Cum 
autem in 8. Scriptura vox παιδοφϑο- 
ρήσεις non exstet, conicere licet, doc- 
torem Alexandrinum verba illa seri- 


bentem Doctrinam apostolorum ante 
oculos habuisse. Epistulam Barnabae 
19,4 eum respexisse minus verisimile 
est, cum in ea duo mandata (οὐ 
κλέψεις, ob ψευδομαρτυρήσεις) desint. 
— οὐ παιδοφρϑορήσεις)] Mandatum in 
Decalogo non legitur, exstat autem 
aliis verbis expressum Lev. 18, 22; 
20, 13, CE Rom. 1,)27.. 1 Corspno: 
Auctor hoc mandatum et sequens 
praecedenti addidit, ut praeter adul- 
terlum etiam alia peccata castitati 
adversantia interdiceret. — ov πορ- 
γεύσεις] Haec verba nec in Decalogo 
nec Matth. 19, 18 leguntur. Cum 
autem fornicatio gentilibus plurimis 
non illicitum esse videretur, manda- 
tum iure ab auctore appositum est. 
ΟΕ ΠΡ. 12. Con on Τὴ ior 
1... 9]. Gal. ὅ, 19: Eph. 5, ἐς 0" 
3,5. I Thess. 4,9. — μαγεύσεις] Cf. 
Act. 8, 9.11; 18, 6.8. — φαρμαχεύ- 
σεις] Cf. Exod. 22, 18. Sap. 12, 4. 
Gal. 5, 20. Apoc. 9, 21; 18, 23; 21, 


8; 22,15. Vox cum veneficlum tum 
incantationem seu artes magicas 
significat. Magia et praestigiae in 


V. T. praeter locum laudatum con- . 
demnantur Levit. 19, 26; 20,6; Deut. 
18, 11. 12. — od gov. τέχνον xt.) 
Etiam hoc crimen apud gentiles usi- 
tatissimum erat vixque eis illicitum 
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concupisces quae sunt proxim tui. 3. Non periurabis, non fal- 
sum testimonium dabis, non maledices, iniuriae acceptae non 
recordaberis. 4. Non eris duplicis sententiae nec bilinguis; 
laqueus enim mortis lingua duplex. Non erit sermo tuus men- 
dax neque inanis, sed repletus opere. 6. Non eris avarus neque 
rapax neque hypocrita neque malignus neque superbus ; non capies 
malum consilium adversus proximum tuum. 7. Non oderis quem- 
quam, sed alios argues, [aliorum misereberis], pro aliis orabis, 


alios amabis plus quam animam tuam. 


esse videbatur. — γεννηϑὲν ἀποχτ.] | 


Cf. Sap. 12, 5. — οὐχ ἐπιϑυμήσεις τ. 
τ. 1d.) Hoe mandatum Matth. 19, 18 
non legitur; ab auctore ex Exod. 
20, 17 vel Deut. 5, 21 adiectum est 
et verbaS. Scripturae abbreviatasunt. 

3. οὐχ ἐπιορχήσεις] Verba exstant 
Matth. 5, 33; sententia Exod. 20,7; 
Levit. 19, 12. Deut. 5,11. Periurio 
3, 7 blasphemia respondere videtur. 
— χαχολογήσεις] Cf. Prov. 20, 20. 
Matth. 5, 22. — μνησιχαχήσεις] Cf. 
Barn. 2, ὃ (Zach. 8, 17). 1 Clem. 2, 
5; 62, 2. Testam. patriarch. VI, 8. 

4. δίγλωσσος] Cf. Prov. 11, 13. Si- 
Fach; -o,,/9.,14;, .6,, 1528, 138.', Vox 
διγνώμων in 8. Scriptura non exstat. 
— παγὶς .. ϑανάτου] Habes haec ver- 
ba Prov. 14, 27; 21, 6. Praeterea 
os impiorum vel labia peccatorum 
παγίς appellantur Prov. 11,9; 12,13; 
Sirach 51, 2. Pseudo-Athanasius in 
Syntagm. doctrinae c. 2 et in Fide 
Nicaena (Migne, P. Gr. t. 28 p. 839. 
1639) seribit: νηστεύων δὲ χαὶ πολι- 
τευόμενος (χοιταζόμενος), βλέπε μὴ 
φυσιωϑῆς" ἣ γὰρ φυσίωσις παγίς ἐστι 
τοῦ διαβόλου. 

5. μεμεστωμένος πράξει] Christia- 
nus non solum dicere, sed etiam fa- 
cere debet. Cf. Matth. 23, 3. Iac. 


2. Ign. Eph. 15, 1, 2. 

6. mheovéxtyg... ἅρπαξ] Utraque 
vox simul legitur I Cor. 5, 10. 11 
et 6, 11. I Clem. 35, 5 πλεονεξία, 
χαχοήϑεια, ὑπερηφανία una nominan- 
tur. 

7. 8. otc δὲ ἐλεήσεις 6. Canon. 
eccles.: om cod — ἐλέγξεις] Cf. 4, 3; 
15, 8. — ote δὲ ἐλεήσεις) Cf. Lud. 28: 
zal ove μὲν ἐλεεῖτε. Verba in Doc- 
trina apostolorum per lapsum libra- 
rii excidisse videntur. Optime sane 
in locum quadrant, nec est verisimile, 
compilatorem Canonum ecclesiastico- 
rum ea de suo in textu, quem tran- 
scripsit, inseruisse. Cum autem res 
non plane certa sit, verba uncinis 
inclusi. Auctor Constitutionum apost. 
VU, 5 ad dubium solvendum nihil 
confert, quia valde aberravit et po- 
tius Lev. 19, 17 quam Doctrinam ex- 
scripsit. — ote δὲ ay. ὑπὲρ τ. ψυχήν 
cov] Auctor igitur non vult, ut Chri- 
stianus omnes homines plus diligat 
quam animam suam, sed partem tan- 
tum, scilicet fratres pios ac probos. 
Supra 1, 2, ubi de amore proximi in 
universum locutus est, verbis 8. Serip- 
turae usus est. Barnabas phrasin 
ἀγαπᾶν ὑπὲρ τὴν ψυχήν ter adhibuit, 
se. 1,4; 4,6 et etiam 19, 5, ubi man- 


1, 22. I Ioamn. 3, 18. I Clem, 38,| datum amoris proximi definivit. 


σι 
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III. Téxvov pov, φεῦγε ἀπὸ παντὸς πονηροῦ χαὶ ἀπὸ παντὸς 
ὁμοίου αὐτοῦ. 2. Μὴ γίνου ὀργίλος, δδηγεῖ γὰρ ἣ ὀργὴ πρὸς τὸν 
φόνον, μηδὲ ζηλωτὴς μηδὲ Eprotixds μηδὲ ϑυμικός " ἐχ γὰρ τού- 
των ἁπάντων φόνοι γεννῶνται. ὅ. Τέκνον μου, μὴ γίνου ἐπιϑυμητής, 
ὁδηγεῖ γὰρ ἣ ἐπιϑυμία πρὸς τὴν πορνείαν, μηδὲ αἰσχρολόγος μηδὲ 
ὑψηλόφϑαλμος: ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάντων μοιχεῖαι γεννῶνται. 
A, Τέχνον μου, μὴ γίνου οἰωνοσχόπος, ἐπειδὴ ὁδηγεῖ εἰς τὴν εἰδω- 
λολατρίαν, μηδὲ ἐπαοιδὸς μηδὲ μαϑηματικὸς μηδὲ περικαϑαίρων, 
μηδὲ ϑέλε αὐτὰ βλέπειν: ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάντων εἰδωλολατρία 
γεννᾶται. 5. Τέχνον. μου, μὴ γίνου ψεύστης, ἐπειδὴ ὁδηγεῖ τὸ 
ψεῦσμα εἰς τὴν χλοπήν, μηδὲ φιλάργυρος μηδὲ κενόδοξος " ex γὰρ 
τούτων ἁπάντων χλοπαὶ γεννῶνται. 6. Τέχνον μου, μὴ γίνου 
γόγγυσος, ἐπειδὴ ὁδηγεῖ εἰς τὴν βλασφημίαν, μηδὲ αὐϑάδης μηδὲ 


III. Primus capituli versus man-| ἀπὸ π. ὁμοίου] Cf. I Thess. 5, 22: 
datum generale continet. In versi-| ἀπὸ παντὸς εἴδους πονηροῦ ἀπέχεσϑε. 
bus quinque sequentibus ita de pec-| Ad constructionem ὁμοίου αὐτοῦ cf. 
catis gravioribus agitur, ut peccata|Sirach 13, 16. 
indicentur, ex quibus ea proficiscun-| 2. 2. ὀργῖλος cod — μὴ y. ὀργί- 
tur. Hi versus omnes in duas par-| doc] Cf. Matth. 5, 22. Tit. 1, 7. — 
tes dividuntur, et pars prior semper | ζηλωτής} in N. T. semper bono sensu 
verbis ὁδηγεῖ γάρ vel ἐπειὸὴ ὁδηγεῖ .adhibetur. Item I Clem. 45,1. Ζῆλοι 
xti., pars posterior, in qua peccatis| autem inter opera carnis recensen- 
capitalibus bina vel terna peccata| tur Gal. 5, 20. Eodem loco vocem 
praemittuntur, verbis ἐχ γὰρ τούτων ζῆλοι sequuntur voces ϑυμοί et ἐρε- 
ἁπάντων χτλ. concluditur. Peccata| ϑεῖαι, eaedem, quae hic leguntur, 
graviora mandatis principalibus 2,|ita ut concludere liceat, auctorem 
2—3 respondent. Barnabas totam | haec scribentem illum S. Scripturae 
partem vel versus 1—6 omisit. locum in mente habuisse. 

1. τέκνον μου] Haec verba in hoc| 3. μὴ y. ἐπιϑυμητὴς xtd.| Matth. 
capitulo quinquies leguntur, semel| 5,28 Dominus dicit, omnem, qui vi- 
in capitulo proximo (6, 1). Habes| derit mulierem ad concupiscendum 
eadem saepius in S. Scriptura, ex.|eam, iam moechatum esse eam in 
gr, Prov. 1, 8. 10. 15; 2, 1; 3,1 ete. | corde suo. — ὑψηλόφϑαλμος] legitur 
Sirach exhibet vocem τέχρον vel | etiam in Canonibus eccles. ὁ. 7. Con- 
texviea solam (2, 1; ὃ, 1. 14; 4, 1;]| stitutiones apost. VI], 6 autem ex- 
21, 1 ete); N. T. τεχνία vel rexvia | hibent ῥιψόφϑαλμος. Cf. II Petr. 2, 14. 
μου, scilicet Gal. 4, 19; I Ioan. 2,| Sirach 26, 9. Testam. patriarch. V, 
1. 12 ete. — φεῦγε κτλ.) Sententiam | 7: πλὴν τῆς γυναικός μου οὐκ ἔγνων 
eademque fere verba, αὖ vidit Taylor ἄλλην οὐχ ἐπόρνευσα ἕν μετεωρισμῷ 
The Teaching p. 24, etiam Talmud ὀφϑαλμῶν. 

(Babyl. Chullin 44 Ὁ) exhibet. —| 4. οἰωνοσχόπος . . ἐπαοιδός] CF. 


DUODECIM APOSTOLORUM III, 1—6. 13 


III. 
est. 2. Ne fias iracundus, ducit enim ira ad caedem, neque 
vehemens neque litigiosus neque violentus ; ex his omnibus enim 
caedes nascuntur. 3. Fili mi, ne fias concupiscens, ducit enim 
concupiscentia ad fornicationem, neque verbis turpibus utaris 
neque oculum extollas; ex his omnibus enim adulteria nascun- 
tur. 4. Fili mi, ne fias auspex, quoniam id ducit ad idolola- 
triam, neque incantator neque mathematicus neque magus, 
neque ea velis videre; ex his enim omnibus idololatria nascitur. 
5. Fili mi, ne fias mendax, quia mendacium ducit ad fartum, 
neque argenti neque inanis gloriae cupidus; ex his enim om- 


nibus furta nascuntur. 


6. ΕἾΠ mi, ne fias morosus, quoniam 


id ducit ad blasphemiam, neque insolens neque improbus; ex 


hey. 19, 26. 31. 
Irenaeus Adv. haer. II, 32,5 scribit: 
nec invocationibus angelicis facit ali- 
quid ecclesia, nec incantationibus nec 
reliqua prava curiositate, sed munde 
et pure et manifeste orationes diri- 
gens ad Dominum. Hippolytus in- 
cantationes Philos. IX, 14. 15; X, 29 
inprimis de Elchasaitis commemorat. 
— 00. εἰς τὸν εἰδωλολατρίαν] Auctor 
Testam. patriarch. IV, 19 scribit: 


i φιλαργυρία πρὸς εἰδωλα ὁδηγεῖ,". 


Doctrina autem infra v. ὃ avaritiam 
fontem furti declarat. — μαϑηματι- 
χός] Tertullianus Ady. Mare. I, 18 
Marcionitis obicit, quod sint pluri- 
mum mathematici. Hippolytus Phi- 
los. IX, 14; X. 29 tradit, Elchasaitas 
superbire astrologia et mathesi et 
magicis artibus. — περιχαϑαίρων) 
Bryennius allegat Scholion ad Con- 
stit. apost. VII, 6: περιχαϑαίρων 6 
διὰ ϑυσιῶν δοχῶν χωλύειν νόσους ἢ 
ἁμαρτίας, et ad VIII, 82: περιχαϑαί- 
ge λέγεται ὃ ὕδασιν ἐπιρραίνων 
ἐσχευασμένοις μετ᾽ ἐπῳδῆς εἰς κάϑαρ- 
σιν δῆϑέν τινα. Cf. quae Philos. ΙΧ, 
15. 16 de baptismatibus apud Elcha- 


Deut. 18, 10. 11. | saitas usitatis narrantur. 


5. Priorem huius versus partem 
laudat Clemens’ Al. Strom. I, 20, 100 
p- 377 tanquam locum Seripturae. 
Seribit enim: Οὗτος (sc. qui ea, quae 
sunt barbarorum, sumpsit et tan- 
quam sua praedicavit) χλέπτης ὑπὸ 
τῆς γραφῆς εἴρηται φησὶ γοῦν, υἱὲ 
μὴ γίνου ψεύστης" ὁδηγεῖ γὰρ τὸ 
ψεῦσμα πρὸς τὴν κλοπήν. Quod pro 
τέχνον mov... yao . . εἰς ponit υἱὲ 
. ἐπειδὴ . . πρός, nullius momenti 
est. —  δδηγεῖ τ. w. εἰς τ. χλοπήν] 
Taylor p. 30—33 ad haec verba Her- 
mam Mand. IIT, 1—2 alludere putat. 
Equidem non tantam locorum con- 
nexionem video. — φιλάργυρος κχτλ.] 
Cf. adnotat. ad v. 4. 

6. γόγγυσος] Haec vox praeter 
hune locum, Constit. apost. et Canon. 
6001. nonnisi Prov. 16, 28 (Theodot.) 
exstare videtur. Cf. Stephanus, Thes. 
s. v. Iud. 16 commemorantur yoy- 
yvotai, Philipp. 2, 14 et I Petr. 4,9 
habes χωρὶς (ἄνευ) γογγυσμῶν, 1 Cor. 
10, 10: μηδὲ γογγύζετε, Sap. 1, 11: 
φυλάξασϑε γογγυσμὸν ἀνωφελῆ. — 
αὐθάδης] Tit. 1, 7. IL Petr. 2, 10: 


Fili mi, fuge omne malum et quodcunque ei simile © 


σι 


1 


σι 


Θ 


σι 


14 DOCTRINA 


πονηρόφρων: ἐχ yap τούτων ἁπάντων βλασφημίαι γεννῶνται. 
7. Ἴσϑι δὲ πραύς, ἐπεὶ οἱ πραεῖς κληρονομήσουσι τὴν γῆν. 8. Γίνου 
μαχρόϑυμος χαὶ ἐλεήμων χαὶ ἄχαχος χαὶ ἡσύχιος καὶ ἀγαϑὸς καὶ 
τρέμων τοὺς λόγους διὰ παντός, ads ἤχουσας. 9. Οὐχ ὑψώσεις 
σεαυτὸν οὐδὲ δώσεις τῇ ψυχῇ σου ϑράσος. Οὐ χολληϑῆσεται ἣ 
Ψυχή σου μετὰ ὑψηλῶν, ἀλλὰ μετὰ δικαίων χαὶ ταπεινῶν ἀνα- 
στραφήσῃ. 10. Τὰ συμβαίνοντά σοι ἐνεργήματα ὡς ἀγαϑὰ προσ- 
δέξῃ, εἰδώς, ὅτι ἄτερ ϑεοῦ οὐδὲν γίνεται. 

IV. Τέχνον pov, τοῦ λαλοῦντός σοι τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ 
μνησϑήσῃ νυχτὸς χαὶ ἡμέρας, τιμήσεις δὲ αὐτὸν ὡς χύριον᾽ ὅϑεν 
γὰρ ἣ χυριότης λαλεῖται, ἐχεῖ κύριός ἐστιν. 2. ᾿Εκζητήσεις δὲ 
χαϑ' ἡμέραν τὰ πρόσωπα τῶν ἁγίων, ἵνα ἐπαναπαῆῇς τοῖς λόγοις 
αὐτῶν. 8. Οὐ ποιήσεις σχίσμα, εἰρηνεύσεις δὲ μαχομένους > χρινεῖς 
δικαίως, οὐ λήψῃ πρόσωπον ἐλέγξαι ἐπὶ παραπτώμασιν, 4. Οὐ 
διψυχήσεις, πότερον ἔσται ἣ οὔ. 

ὅ. Μὴ γίνου πρὸς μὲν τὸ λαβεῖν ἐχτείνων τὰς χεῖρας, πρὸς 


αὐϑάδεις, δόξας οὐ τρέμουσιν, βλασφη- Ἄλεος praedicatur. — ἡσύχιος] I Thess. 
μοῦντες. — πονηρόφρω»] Haec vox 4,11 Paulus lectores adhortatur gu- 
solum hic et Constit. apost. VII, 17. λοτιμεῖσϑαι ἡσυχάζειν. — τρέμων τ. 
legitur. Prov. 19, 19 exstat χαχόφρων. | d.] Cf. Tes. 66, 2. 

— ἐκ γὰρ τούτων xti.] I Tim. 6,4 9. οὐχ ὑψώσεις σ.] Cf. Sirach 6, 2: 


Paulus seribit: ἐξ ὧν (ζητήσεων καὶ 
λογομαχίων) γίνεται φϑόνος, ἔρις, 
βλασφημίαι, ete. 

7—10. Hic auctor ad formam prio- 
rem redit. Particulam autem arcte 


cum praecedente connexam esse vox | 


dé indicat. Versibus quattuor Chri- 
stianus maxime ut virtutem tempe- 
rantiae exerceat admonetur. Man- 
data officia Christiani erga se ipsum 
continere dici possunt, 

7. made] Cf. Col. 3, 12. Eph. 4, 
32. I Thess. 5,14.15. Vox vocibus 
yoyyvooc et αὐθάδης v. 6 opposita 
est. — οἱ πραεῖς xtd.] Matth. 5, 5. 

8. μαχρόϑυμος καὶ ἐλεήμων) Cf. 
Ps. 102, 8, ubi Dominus οἰχτίρμων 
καὶ ἐλεήμων, μαχρόϑυμος καὶ πολυέ- 


μὴ ἐπάρῃς σεαυτὸν ἐν βουλῇ ψυχῆς 
σου. Matth.23,11.13. — οὐ... μετὰ 
ὑψηλῶν, ἀλλὰ μ. ταπεινῶν] Cf. Rom. 
12,16: μὴ τὰ ὑψηλὰ φρονοῦντες, ἀλλὰ 
| τοῖς ταπεινοῖς συναπαγόμενοι. 

10. τὰ σ. σ. ἐν. ὡς ἀγαϑὰ προσ- 
δέξῃ} Cf. Sirach 2,4: πᾶν ὃ ἐὰν ἐπ- 
᾿αχϑῇ σοι δέξαι. Rom. 6, 28. --- ἄτερ 
ϑεοῦ οὐδὲν γ.] Cf. Matth. 10, 29. 30. 
Hunc locum respexisse videtur Ori- 
genes De prince. III, 2, 7. Cf. Pro- 
legomena. 

IV, 1—4. Officia Christiani in~ 
ecclesiam et fratres exponuntur. 

1. λαλοῦντος] sc. prophetae vel 
apostoli vel doctoris vel episcopi et 
diaconorum, ut ex sequentibus (11, 
2.4; 15, 2) apparet. Hebr. 12, 25 
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his enim omnibus blasphemiae nascuntur. 7. Sis vero mansue- 
tus, quoniam mansueti hereditabunt terram. 8. Fias longanimis 
et misericors et sincerus et quietus et bonus et contremiscens 
semper ad verba, quae audivisti. 9. Non exaltabis te ipsum 
neque animae tuae dabis insolentiam. Non adhaerebit anima 
tua superbis, sed iustis et humilibus uteris. 10. Quae tibi eve- 
niunt, ea tanquam bona accipies, conscius, sine Deo nihil fieri. 

TV. Fili mi, qui loquitur tibi verbum Dei, eius recordaberis 
nocte ac die, timebis eum sicut Dominum; unde enim dominium 


dicitur, ibi Dominus est. 
ut requiescas in verbis eorum. 


2. Requires cotidie vultus sanctorum, 


3. Non facies dissidium, sed 


pacabis pugnantes; iudicabis iuste, non accipies personam in 


arguendis cuiuspiam lapsibus. 
sit necne. 


4. Non ambiges, utrum futurum 


5. Noli porrigere manus tuas ad accipiendum, ad dandum 


et 13,7 similia legimus, scilicet βλέ- 
METE, μὴ παραιτήσησϑε TOV λαλοῦντα, 
et μνημονεύετε τῶν ἡγουμένων ὑμῶν, 
οἵτινες ἐλάλησαν ὑμῖν τὸν λόγον τοῦ 
θεοῦ. --- ὡς κύριον] Cf. 4, 11; 11, 2. 
Matth. 10, 40. 4]. 4,14. χυριό- 
της) 1. 6. potestas Domini seu Dei. 
Kodem sensu vox adhibetur 11 Petr. 
2, 10 et Iud. 8, Cf. Herm. Sim. V, 
Gin tions 1 οὐ Col. 1, 16° vox 
gradum angelorum denotat. Consti- 
tutiones apost. VI, 9 locum circum- 
scribunt verbis: ὅπου γὰρ ἡ περὶ 
ϑεοῦ διδασχαλία, ἐχεῖ 6 ϑεὸς πάρεστιν. 

ὦ. 12. ἐπαναπαῇς cod : ἐπαναπαύῃ 
Const. ap. Br, ἐπαναπαύσῃ Can. 660]. 
— ἁγίων] 1. 6. fratrum christiano- 
rum, ut saepe in S. Scriptura. 

3. 18. ποιήσεις ὁ. Barn. Can. eccl. 
Const. ap. : ποϑήσεις cod — σχίσμα] 
Cf. I Cor. 1, 10; 11, 18. — xguréic 


xta.] Cf. Deut. 1, 17: οὐκ ἐπιγνώσῃ 
πρόσωπον ἐν χρίσει. Prov. 24, 25: 
αἰδεῖσϑαι πρόσωπον ἐν κρίσει οὐ καλόν. 

4, οὐ διψυχήσεις χτλ.)] Verba ob- 
scura sunt. De qua re non est du- 
bitandum Ὁ Canones eccl. ο. 13 et Con- 
stitutiones apost. VII, 11 addunt ἐν 
προσευχῇ σου, ita ut verba de exau- 
diendis precibus intellegenda sint. 
Similia scribit Hermas Mand. IX, 
1 9 Cr ΒΟ 1.28) lacs Sena 
8. I Joann. 5, 14. 15. Contextum re- 
spiciens Harnack  interpretatur: 
utrum iudicium Dei venturum sit 
necne. Interpretatio autem e sen- 
tentia praecedente cum certitudine 
non est colligenda. 

5—8. Officia Christiani erga pau- 
peres. 

5. Fere idem legitur Sirach 4, 31: 
μὴ ἔστω ἡ χείρ cov ἐχτεταμένη εἰς 


διχαίως xt.) Cf. Toann. 7, 24: μὴ τὸ λαβεῖν χαὶ ἐν τῷ ἀποδιδόναι συν- 
χρίνετε χατ᾽ ὄψιν, ἀλλὰ τὴν δικαίαν εσταλμένη. Cf. Act. 20, 35. I Clem, 
χρίσιν χρίνατε. — οὐ λ. πρόσωπον | 2, 1. 


σι 
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δὲ τὸ δοῦναι συσπῶν. 6. “Hav ἔχῃς διὰ τῶν χειρῶν σου, δώσεις 
λύτρωσιν ἁμαρτιῶν σου. 7. Οὐ διστάσεις δοῦναι οὐδὲ διδοὺς γογγύ- 
σεις γνώσῃ γάρ, τίς ἐστιν 6 τοῦ μισϑοῦ χαλὸς ἀνταποδότης. 
8. Οὐχ ἀποστραφήσῃ τὸν ἐνδεόμενον, συγχοινωνήσεις δὲ πάντα τῷ 
ἀδελφῷ σου nal obx ἐρεῖς ἴδια εἶναι" ef γὰρ ἐν τῷ ἀϑανάτῳ χοι- 
γωνοί ἐστε, πόσῳ μᾶλλον ἐν τοῖς ϑνητοῖς: ΐ 

9. Οὐχ ἀρεῖς τὴν χεῖρά cov ἀπὸ τοῦ υἱοῦ cov ἢ ἀπὸ τῆς 
ϑυγατρός σου, ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ νεότητος διδάξεις τὸν φόβον τοῦ ϑεοῦ. 
10. Οὐχ ἐπιτάξεις δούλῳ σου ἢ παιδίσχῃ, τοῖς ἐπὶ τὸν αὐτὸν ϑεὸν 
ἐλπίζουσιν, ἐν πιχρίᾳ σου, μήποτε οὐ μὴ φοβηϑήσονται τὸν ἐπ᾽ 

’ py » By Ber 

ἀμφοτέροις ϑεόν: οὐ γὰρ ἔρχεται κατὰ πρόσωπον χαλέσαι, GAN 
2 5 en Xx ~ ς 4 ¢ ~ X - ~ ie Ul 
Ep οὺς τὸ πνεῦμα ἡτοίμασεν. 11. Ὑμεῖς δὲ of δοῦλοι ὑποταγή- 
σεσῖδε τοῖς χυρίοις ὑμῶν ὡς τύπῳ ϑεοῦ ἐν αἰσχύνῃ χαὶ φόβῳ. 

12. Μισήσεις πᾶσαν ὑπόχρισιν καὶ πᾶν ὃ μὴ ἀρεστὸν τῷ χυ- 
ptm. 18. Οὐ μὴ ἐγκαταλίπῃς ἐντολὰς κυρίου, φυλάξεις δὲ ἃ παρ- 
r ' \ U 2 - 5» > 4 τὶ 
ἔλαβες, μητε προστιϑεὶς μήτε ἀφαιρῶν. 14. Ἔν ἐχχλησίᾳ ἐξομο- 
λογήσῃ τὰ παραπτώματά σου, xal οὐ προσελεύσῃ ἐπὶ προσευχήν 


σου ἐν συνειδήσει πονηρᾷ. 


6. διὰ χειρῶν σου] Bryennius haec | 


verba cum sequentibus coniungit. — 
λύτρωσιν] Vox hic eodem sensu ad- 
hibita est quo λύτρον. Auctor Con- 
stitutionum apost. VII, 12 scribit: 
δός, ἵνα ἐργάσῃ εἰς λύτρωσιν. Cf. Barn. 
19, 10. De eleemosyna remissionem 
peccatorum operante cf. Prov. 16, 6. 
Tob. 4, 10. 11; 12, 9. Dan. 4, 24. 
Luc. 16, 9. Test. patriarch. VI, 8. 

7. 8. 6 em: % cod — οὐ διστάσεις 
χτλ.] Prov. 8, 28: μὴ εἴπῃς, ἐπανελ- 
ϑὼν ἐπάνηχε, αὔριον δώσω, δυνατοῦ 
σου ὄντος εὖ ποιεῖν. Cf. II Cor. 9, 7. 
I Petr. 4,9. Herm. Mand. IX, 24, 2. 
Test. patriarch. VI, 7. — ὃ τ. μ' x. 
ἀνταποδότης) Cf. 11 Clem. 11, 6. 

8. οὐχ a. τ. ἐνδεόμενον] Sirach 4, 
5: ἀπὸ δεομένου μὴ ἀποστρέψῃς ὁφ- 
ϑαλμόν. Prov. 8, 27: μὴ ἀπόσχῃ εὖ 
ποιεῖν ἐνδεῆ. --- συγκοινωνήσεις « ἴδια] 
Cf. Act, 2, 44; 4, 82: χαὶ οὐδὲ εἷς τι 


Αὕτη ἐστὶν ἣ ὁδὸς τῆς ζωῆς. 


τῶν ὑπαρχόντων αὐτῷ ἔλεγεν ἴδιον 
εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ ἣν αὐτοῖς ἅπαντα χοινά. 
Rom. 12, 13. Tustinus Apol. I, 14 
scribit: ἃ ἔχομεν εἰς χοινὸν φέροντες 
χαὶ παντὶ δεομένῳ χοινωνοῦντες. Cf. 
Apol. I, 67. Tert. Apolog. c. 39: 
omnia indiscreta sunt apud nos prae- 
ter mulieres. -- ἀϑανάτῳ . . ϑνητοῖς] 
Cf. Rom. 15, 27. Barnabas 19,8 pro 
illis vocibus posuit ἀφϑάρτῳ... φϑαρ- 
τοῖς. 

9—11. 
servorum. 

9. ΟΕ Ps..33, 12; Eph..6,,45 ΒΩΞ 
lye. 4, 2: τὰ τέχνα παιδεύειν τὴν 
παιδείαν τοῦ φόβου τοῦ ϑεοῦ. 

10. τοῖς ἐπὶ τ. αὐτὸν ϑεὸν ἐλπ.] 
Eadem sententia exstat Eph. 6, 9,. 
ubi Paulus lectores inprimis admonet, 
dominorum et servorum unum Deum 
et personarum acceptionem apud eum 
non esse. — τὸ πνεῦμα] 1. 6. spiritus 


Officia patris familias et 


DUODECIM APOSTOLORUM IV, 6—14. 17 


vero contrahere. 6. Si quid habes per manus tuas, dabis pre- 
tium ad redimenda peccata tua. 7. Non dubitabis dare neque 
murmurabis, cum das; cognosces autem, quis sit bonus mercedis 
retributor. 8. Non repudiabis indigentem, communicabis autem 
in omnibus cum fratre tuo nec quidquam dices proprium; nam 
si in immortalibus consortes estis, quanto magis in mortalibus ὃ 

9. Non auferes manum tuam a filio tuo vel a filia tua, 
sed a pueritia docebis eos timorem Dei. 10. Non imperabis in 
amaritudine tua servo tuo vel ancillae, qui in eundem Deum 
sperant, ne forte non timeant Deum, qui super utrumque est; 
non enim venit secundum personam vocare, sed ad eos, quos 
spiritus praeparavit. 11. Vos autem servi subicimini dominis 
vestris tanquam imagini Dei in verecundia et timore. 

12. Oderis omnem hypocrisin et quodcunque displicet Do- 
mino. 13. Ne derelinquas mandata Domini, custodies vero, quae 
accepisti, neque addens neque demens. 14. In ecclesia confite- 
beris peccata tua, neque accedes ad orationem tuam in conscientia 
mala. Haec est via vitae. 


sanctus, cuius etiam 7, 1. 3 mentio; 10,13 ete.). Auctor igitur tria man- 
fit. — ἡτοίμασεν] Cf. Rom. 8, 29.30. data, quae in 8. Scriptura modo po- 


11. 12. δούλοι cod | 13. ὑμῶν em: 
ἡμῶν cod — Cf. Eph. 6, 5—8. Col. 
3, 22. Tit. 2, 9. I Petr. 2, 18. 

12—14. Mandata generalia ad 
viam vitae spectantia. 

12, μισήσεις x. tm.) Cf. Ps. 118, 


128: πᾶσαν ὁδὸν ἄδικον ἐμίσησα. — | 


μὴ ἀρεστὸν τῷ κυρίῳ] Formula in 
S. Scriptura semper positive expressa 
esse videtur. Deut. 6, 18 legimus: 
ποιήσεις TO ἀρεστὸν χαὶ τὸ χαλὸν 
- ἔγαντι χυρίου tod ϑεοῦ σου. Similia 
verba exstant Deut. 12, 25. 28; 13,18. 
13. οὐ μὴ eye. ἐντολὰς κυρίου] 
Etiam hoc mandatum in $. Scriptura 
fere semper positive expressa est 
verbis: φυλάξετε τὰ προστάγματά 
μου (Lev. 18, 30) vel τὰς ἐντολάς μου 
(Lev. 21, 31) vel φυλάσσεσϑε τὰς ἐν- 
τολὰς χυρίου (Deut. 4, 2, 40; 8, 6; 
Doctr. apost, ed. Funk, 


sitivo pronuntiata sunt (cf. 1, 2; 
.4, 12), in formam negativam redegit. 
De tertio mandato οἵ. autem Prov. 
4, 2.5. — ἐντολὰς x. φυλάξεις χτλ.] 
Deut. 4, 2: ob προσϑήσετε πρὸς τὸ 
ῥῆμα, ὃ ἐγὼ ἐντέλλομαι ὑμῖν, καὶ οὐκ 
ἀφελεῖτε an’ αὐτοῦ" φυλάσσεσϑε τὰς 
ἐντολὰς χυρίου. Deut. 12, 32: φυ- 
λάξῃ ποιεῖν" οὐ προσϑήσεις ἐπ᾽ αὐτό, 
οὐδὲ ἀφελεῖς an’ αὐτοῦ. Cf. Prov. 
30, 6. Eccles. 3, 14. Apoc. 22, 18. 
19. Eus. H. E. V, 16. 

14. ἐν ἐχχλησίᾳ] Cf. infra 14, 1. 
Confessio peccatorum, quam auctor 
postulat, est igitur publica. Barna- 
bas 19, 12 verba illa non habet. —- 
ἐξομολογήσῃ κτλ. Iacobus 5, 16 seri- 
bit: ἐξομολογεῖσϑε οὖν ἀλλήλοις τὰς 
ἁμαρτίας καὶ προσεύχεσϑε ὑπὲρ ἀλ- 
᾿λήλων, Clemens I Cor. 51, 3: χαλὸν 
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18 DOCTRINA 


V. Ἡ δὲ tod ϑανάτου 666¢ ἐστιν αὕτη πρῶτον πάντων πο- 
γηρά ἐστι χαὶ κατάρας μεστή φόνοι, μοιχεῖαι, ἐπιϑυμίαι, πορνεῖαι, 
κλοπαί, εἰδωλολατρίαι, μαγεῖαι, φαρμακίαι, ἁρπαγαί, ψευδομαρτυ- 
ρίαι, ὑποχρίσεις, διπλοχαρδία, δόλος, ὑττερηφανία, κακία, αὐϑάδεια, 
πλεονεξία, αἰσχρολογία, ζηλοτυπία, ϑρασύτης, ὕψος, ἀλαζονεία" 
2. διῶχται ἀγαθῶν, μισοῦντες ἀλήϑειαν, ἀγαπῶντες ψεῦδος, οὐ 
γινώσκοντες μισϑὸν δικαιοσύνης, οὐ κολλώμενοι ἀγαθῷ οὐδὲ χρίσει 
δικαίᾳ, ἀγρυπνοῦντες οὐκ εἰς τὸ ἀγαϑόν, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς τὸ πονηρόν᾽ 
ὧν μαχρὰν πραὕτης καὶ ὑπομονή, μάταια ἀγαπῶντες, διώκοντες 
ἀνταπόδομα, οὖκ ἐλεοῦντες πτωχόν, οὐ πονοῦντες ἐπὶ καταπονου- 
μένῳ, οὐ γινώσχοντες τὸν ποιήσαντα αὐτούς, φονεῖς τέκνων, φϑο- 
ρεῖς πλάσματος ϑεοῦ, ἀποστρεφόμενοι τὸν ἐνδεόμενον, καταπονοῦντες 


τὸν ϑλιβόμενον, πλουσίων παράχλητοι, πενήτων ἄνομοι 


κριταί, 


πανϑαμάρτητοι: ῥυσϑείητε, τέκνα, ἀπὸ τούτων ἁπάντων. 


VI. Ὅρα, μή τις σε πλανήσῃ ἀπὸ ταύτης τῆς ὁδοῦ 
δαχῆς, ἐπεὶ παρεχτὸς ϑεοῦ σε διδάσχει. 


τῆς δι- 
2. Εἰ μὲν γὰρ δύνασαι 


βαστάσαι ὅλον τὸν ζυγὸν τοῦ χυρίου, τέλειος ἔσῃ εἰ δ᾽ οὐ δύνασαι, 


ἀνθρώπῳ ἐξομολογεῖσϑαι περὶ τῶν 
παραπτωμάτων. --- ἔν συνειδήσει 7.) | 
Cf. Hebr. 10, 22. +s 

V, 1. φόνοι — ψευδομαρτυρίαι] 
Matth. 15, 19. Evangelista vel Do- 
minus, qui ipse loquitur, agens de 
peccatis, quae de corde hominis ex- | 
eunt, praemittit διαλογισμοὶ πονηροί; 
et conicere licet, auctorem Doctrinae 
voce ἐπιϑυμίαι cogitationes malas 
expressisse. Marcus 7, 21—22 pec- 
cata diverso ordine enumerat et 
omittit ψευδομαρτυρίαι. --- δόλος xtA.] 
Haec peccata nominat Paulus Rom. 
1,29—30, nisi quod pro ὑπερηφανία et 
ἀλαζονεία scribit ὑπερήφανοι et ἀλά- 
ζονες, similiter atque auctor Doc- 
trinae v. 2 non de peccatis, sed de 
peccata facientibus agit. Marcus 7, 


27 post χλοπαί commemorat πλεονε- 
ξίαι, πονηρίαι, δόλος, ἀσέλγεια, ὀφϑαλ-, 
μὸς πονηρός, βλασφημία, ὑπερηφανία, 
ἀφροσύνη. — αἰσχρολογία] Cf. Col. 3, 


18. N. T. vocem nonnisi hoc loco 
exhibet. 
2. ἀγαπῶντες ψεῦδος] Cf. Ps.4, 3: ἑνατί 


ἀγαπᾶτε. ματαιότητα καὶ ζητεῖτε ψεῦ- 
| 


δος; Apoc. 22, 15. — οὐ yur. μισϑὸν 
δικαιοσύνης] Of. It Petr. 2,15: μισϑὸν 
ἀδικίας ἠγάπησεν. — κολλώμενοι ἀγα- 
99] Rom. 12, 9. — χρίσει δικαίᾳ] 


[ΟΕ Ioann. 7, 24. Prov. 17, 15. Ies. 


1,17. — meaiitng x. ὑπομονή] Cf. Gal. 


5, 22: uaxooSvula . . . πραότης. — 
᾿μάταια ἀγαπῶντες] Ps. 4, 3. — διώ- 
xovtec avtan.| les. 1,28. — ἐλεοῦντες 


| wtwyor] Cf. Prov. 14, 21. 31. — οὐ 
_ywamoxortec τ. π. αὐτούς] Cf. Sap. 15, 


11: ἠγνόησε τὸν πλάσαντα αὐτόν. Tes. 
1, 3. 05. ὅ, 4. — φονεῖς τ.] Sap. 12, 
5. — ἀποστρεφόμενοι τ. ἐνδ.] Cf. ad- 
not. ad 4,8. — χαταπονοῦντες τ. 951λ.} 
Sap. 2,10 improbi loquuntur: χατα- 
δυναστεύσωμεν πένητα δίχαιον. 
πενήτων ἄν. χριταί] Cf. Ps, 81, 2—4. 


| — πανϑαμάρτητοι) Cf. 1 Clem. 18, 2. 


DUODECIM APOSTOLORUM V, 1—VI, 2. 19 


V. Mortis vero via haec est: primum omnium mala est 
ac maledictionis plena: caedes, adulteria, concupiscentiae, forni- 
cationes, furta, idololatriae, magiae, veneficia, rapinae, falsa 
testimonia, simulationes, cor duplex, dolus, superbia, malitia, 
arrogantia, avaritia, turpiloquium, invidia, insolentia, fastus, 
ostentatio ; 2. bonorum persecutores, osores veritatis, amatores 
mendacii, non cognoscentes mercedem iustitiae, non adhaerentes 
bono neque iudicio iusto, vigilantes non ad bonum, sed ad ma- 
lum, a quibus longe abest mansuetudo et patientia, qui diligunt 
mania, sectantur remunerationem, non miserentur imopis, non 
laborant de afflicto, non cognoscentes creatorem suum, lbero- 
rum imteremptores, in abortione corrumpentes creaturam Dei, 
aversantes egenum, opprimentes afflictum, divitum advocati, 
pauperum iniqui iudices, omnibus peccatis inquinati; liberemini, 
filii, ab his omnibus. 

VI. Vide, ne quis te abducat ab hac via doctrinae , quo- 
niam praeter Deum te docet. 2. Si enim totum iugum Domini 
portare potes, perfectus eris; si vero non potes, facias id, quod 


— ῥυσϑείητε xti.] Cf. Sap. 2, 19:| quidam Christiani ex circumcisione 
χαὶ ῥύσεται αὐτὸν (ϑεός) ἐκ χειρὸς Christianis Antiochenis imponere vo- 
ἀνϑεστηχότων. ‘lebant. Matth. 11, 29. 30 Christus 

VI, 1. Auctor Nicaenae fidei (Mig- | doctrinam vel praecepta sua iugum 
ne, P. Gr. t. 28 p. 1639) post man-|appellat idque ζυγὸν χρηστόν. Hoe 
data Doctrinae 2, 2.3 ac praecepta loco vox ζυγός, ut connexus docet, 
eis addita: οὐ διχοστατήσωμεν, ἀπ- | praecepta cuncta significat, de qui- 
εχώμεϑα πνιχτοῦ χαὶ αἵματος καὶ bus in parte antecedente sermo est, 
πλεονεξίας, hune versum sic repetiit: | praesertim praecepta vitam Christia- 
don, ἄνϑρωπε, μήτις σε ἀπατήσει τῆς norum perfectam spectantia, quae 
πίστεως ταύτης, ἐπεὶ παρεχτὸς σε ϑεοῦ 1, 3—6 leguntur. Versus, ut par- 
διδάσχει. --- διδαχῆς] i. 6. doctrina tota | ticula γάρ indicat, ita cum antece- 
_in parte praecedente exposita. Ko- | dente coniunctus est, ut aeque atque 
dem sensu Barnabas 18,1 voce uti-| verba ταύτης τῆς ὁδοῦ τῆς διδαχῆς 
tur, doctrinam duarum viarum in-| de doctrina supra exposita interpre- 


dicans. — παρεχτὸς ϑεοῦ] i. 6. aliter tandus sit. Vix recte Schaff de lege 
ac deus, vias vitae et mortis tibi V. JT. ceremoniali cogitat, Harnack 
proponens. de consilio virginitatis. — τέλειος] 


2. βαστάσαι ..Cvydr] Act. 15, 10) Ut supra 2,2 Matth. 19, 16—18, hic 
Petrus de iugo loquitur, quod neque | auctor Matth. 19, 21 respicit, ubi 
patres neque iuniores portare pote- | Iesus adulescenti mandata se a iu- 
rant, scilicet de lege Mosis, quam! ventute sua dicenti servasse consi- 
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δύνῃ; τοῦτο ποίει. 3. Ilept 


γεχρῶν. 


DOCTRINA 


δὲ τῆς βρώσεως, ὃ δύνασαι βάστασον " 
ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ εἰδωλοθύτου λίαν πρόσεχε: λατρεία γάρ ἐστι ϑεῶν 


VII. Περὶ δὲ τοῦ βαπτίσματος, οὕτω βαπτίσατε: ταῦτα πάντα 
προειπόντες, βαπτίσατε εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ 


lium dat, ut, si velit perfectus esse, 
vendat, quae habeat et det paupe- 
ribus, addens, tunc eum thesaurum 
habiturum esse in caelo. — εἰ δ᾽ ob 
δύνασαι) Auctor annuit, non omnia 
mandata, quae proposuit, vere prae- 
cepta et omnino omnibus servanda 
esse; qui vero non omnia mandata 
implere possunt, eos adhortatur, ut 
faciant, quidquid possint. Similiter 
Dominus, postquam de matrimonio 
non dissolvendo disseruit et discipuli 
de oratione admirati sunt, Matth. 
19, 11 dixit: Non omnes capiunt 
verbum istud, sed quibus datum est, 
et verbis de tribus eunuchorum ge- 
neribus additis Matth. 19, 12: Qui 
potest capere, capiat. Et Paulus 
I Cor. 7, 7 de proprio dono loquitur, 
quod unusquisque habet ex Deo, at- 
que ibid, Corinthiis 8—9; 36—40 
consilium dat, non praeceptum, ut 
in virginitate permaneant. Animad- 
verte etiam verba, quae L[ustinus 
Apol. I, 61 seribit. Dicit enim, bap- 
tizandos se ita vivere posse polliceri, 
sicuti docti sunt, βιοῦν οὕτως δύνασ- 
Gor ὑπισχνῶνται, nec vero, eos sic 
vivere velle. 

3. περὶ δὲ τῆς βρώσεως] Similiter 
Paulus I Cor. 8, 4 scribit: περὶ τῆς 
βρώσεως οὖν, pergit autem: τῶν εἴς 
δωλοϑύτων κτλ. Harnack censet, qui 
contextum et verba ὃ δύνασαι Béota- | 


σον respexerit, ei versum de permis- | 
sione esus carnium intellegendum 
esse, ita ut sensus sit: carnibus vesci 


illis licet, qui ab eis abstinere non 
possunt; modo ab immolatis simu- 
lacrorum prorsus abstinendum est. 
Interpretatio vero vix est recta. Nec 
verbis ὃ δύνασαι βάστασον nec con- 
textu probatur, si versum praeceden- 
tem aliter interpretatus fueris ac 
Harnack. Nec magis placet inter- 
pretatio, quam Hilgenfeld proponit, 
scilicet auctorem ieiunium severius 
ante oculos habere, quod apud Mon- 
tanistas perfectis praeceptum, vulga- 
ribus autem Christianis remissum 
fuisset. Cf. Prolegomena. Versus 
potius, ut Bryennius et Schaff inter- 
pretati sunt, de praeceptis V. T. ad 
cibos spectantibus intellegendus esse 
videtur- Auctor igitur dicit: a cibis 
lege V. T. interdictis te abstine, in 
quantum potes; immolata autem si- 
mulacrorum tibi omnino vitanda sunt. 
— ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ εἰδωλοϑύτου i. πρ.] 
Act. 15, 20. 29 apostoli Hierosolymis 
congregati fidelibus e gentilibus An- 
tiochenis praecipiunt, ut ab immo- 
latis, simulacrorum et sanguine et 
suffocato et fornicatione se abstineant, 
ἀπέχεσϑαι εἰδωλοϑύτων χτλ. Paulus 
I Cor. 8 quidem exponit, idolothytis 
vesci non esse illicitum, cum idolum 
nihil sit in mundo cumque nullus 


| sit Deus nisi unus, nisi forte licentia 
|edendi offendiculum fiat infirmis. 


Minime autem omnem idolothytorum 
esum permittere voluit. Namque 
10, 7. 14—83 societatem sacrarum 
epularum gentilium tanquam idolo- 
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potes. 
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3. Quod ad cibum attinet, quod potes porta; immolata 


autem simulacrorum valde declina; servitus enim sunt deorum 


mortuorum. 


VII. De baptismo autem, sic baptizate; haec omnia post- 
quam antea dixistis, baptizate im nome patris et filii et spiritus 


latriam condemnat atque esum ea- 


rum carnium tantum permittit, quae 
in macello venumdantur vel in con- 
vivio apponuntur, et in hoc casu li- 
centiam datam insuper refrenat, si 
quis dixerit, hoc esse immolatum 
idolis, propter conscientiam alterius. 
_Quae cum ita sint, sententia Pauli a 
decreto apostolorum non vel nonnisi 
paullum discedere videtur. Verisimile 
enim est, apostolos Hierosolymis con- 
gregatos nihil aliud vetare voluisse, 
nisi ipsam sacrarum epularum so- 
cietatem, etiamsi verba decreti ipsa 
ad quasvis victimarum oblatarum 
carnes, etiam ad eas, quae profano 
usui tradebantur, referri poterant. 
Cf. C. Schmidt, De apostolorum de- 
creti sententia et consilio 1874 p. 19 
sq. Quaecunque autem sententia a 
Paulo apostolo I Cor. 8—10 propo- 
sita est, patres temporis sequentis 
aeque ac decretum apostolorum et 
Doctrina apostolorum esum idolo- 
thytorum reprobant. Cf. Iust. Dial. 
c. 34—35. Iren. Ady. haer. I, 6, 3; 
24, 5; 28, 2. Clem. Alex. Paedag. 
Π, 1, ὃ po 169. Orne. Ο. 0815. VIE 
29. 80, ubi exponitur, verba Pauli 
I Cor. 8, 8 decreto apostolorum Act. 
15, 26 accuratius explicari. — ϑεῶν 
γεχρῶν] Cf. Sap. 15, 17: ϑνητὸς δὲ 
ὧν νεχρὸν (ϑεὸν) ἐργάζεται χερσὶν 
ἀνόμοις. I Cor. 8, 4; 10, 20: δαιμο- 
γίοις ϑύουσιν, καὶ οὐ ϑεῷ. I Clem. 
3, 1: ἡμεῖς ot ζῶντες τοῖς νεχροῖς 
ϑεοῖς οὐ ϑύομεν κτλ. 


VII, 1. περὶ dé] His particulis haec 


pars eodem modo priori adiuncta est 


quo versus 3 capitis V1 versui prae- 
cedenti. 
solum particula dé, sed etiam verba 
τ. π. προειπόντες connexum utrius- 
que partis produnt. Ηδθο verba 
praeterea indicant, capita praece- 
dentia sermonem esse baptizandis 
pronuntiandum. — βαπτίσατε! Auc- 
tor omnes Christianos respicit. Om- 
nes ergo fideles baptizare poterant. 
Neque tamen inde concludendum est, 
omnes ubique sacramentum admini- 
strasse. Ordo postulavit, ut in eccle- 
sia constituta praepositi aut ipsi 
baptizarent aut de baptismate con- 
sulerentur. Cf. Ign. Smyrn. 8, 2. 
Tert. De bapt.c. 17. Iustinus quoque 
Apol. I, 61 certum sacramenti mi- 
nistrum non nominat. — τ. marta] 
scilicet quae in capitibus sex prio- 
ribus exposita sunt. Cf. quae Phi- 
losoph. IX, 15 de baptismo Hlcha- 
saitarum traduntur. Postquam enim 
Hippolytus narravit, baptizando sep- 
tem testes invocanti promittendum 
fuisse, quod non amplius peccaret 
neque adulteraret nec furaretur ne- 
que iniuriam faceret neque circum- 
veniret neque odio haberet neque 
contemneret neque ullis pravis de- 
lectaretur, pergit: ταῦτα οὖν εἰπὼν 
βαπτισάσϑω. --- βαπτίσατε xti.| Matth. 
28, 19. Iustinus Apol. I, 61 bis ani- 
madvertit, baptismum dari in no- 
mine patris et filii et spiritus sancti. 


Cf. 9, 1; 11, 3. Sed non 


σι 
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zai tov ἁγίου πνεύματος ἐν ὕδατι ζῶντι. 2. Ἐὰν δὲ μὴ ἔχῃς 
ὕδωρ ζῶν, εἰς ἄλλο ὕδωρ βάπτισον- εἰ δ᾽ οὐ δύνασαι ἐν ψυχρῷ, 
ἐν ϑερμῷ. 3. “Hav δὲ ἀμφότερα μὴ ἔχῃς, ἔχχεον εἰς τὴν κεφαλὴν 
τρὶς ὕδωρ εἰς ὄνομα πατρὸς καὶ υἱοῦ καὶ ἁγίου πνεύματος. 4. Πρὸ 
δὲ τοῦ βαπτίσματος προνηστευσάτω ὃ βαπτίζων καὶ ὃ βαπτιζόμενος 
nat εἴ τινες ἄλλοι δύνανται " χελεύεις δὲ νηστεῦσαι τὸν βαπτιζόμενον 
πρὸ μιᾶς ἣ δύο. 

VUI. Ai δὲ νηστεῖαι ὑμῶν μὴ ἔστωσαν μετὰ τῶν ὑποκριτῶν" 
γηστεύουσι γὰρ δευτέρᾳ σαββάτων καὶ πέμπτῃ ὑμεῖς δὲ νηστεύ- 
Gate τετράδα χαὶ παρασχευήν. 2. Μηδὲ προσεύχεσϑε ὡς οἱ ὑπο- 


— ἐν ὕδατι ζῶντι] in aqua fluente, ministrando, idque certius quam alia, 
i. e. in fluvio vel fonte. Cf. Ioann. quae e tempore priorum saeculorum 
4,10.11. Clem. Hom. Contest. c.1:|ad nos pervenerunt. Animadverte 
ἀγαγόντα αὐτὸν ἐπὶ ποταμὸν ἢ πηγήν, etiam, auctorem formam illam cum 
ὕπερ ἐστὶ ζῶν ὕδωρ, ἔνϑα ἡ τῶν di-|certitudine validam habere, cum 
χαίων γίνεται ἀναγέννησις. Clem. | posteriorum nonnulli de eius validi- 
Hom. ΧΙ, 26: ἐὰν μὴ ἀναγεννηϑῆτε tate dubitarent, ut Magnus Africa- 
ὕδατι ζῶντι, et ἐπὲ τῇ αὑτοῦ σωτηρίᾳ ‘nus, cuius errorem Cyprianus Ep. 
ὕδατι ζῶντι προσελϑεῖν (Ed. Dressel 69, 12—14 correxit. Cf. Cornel. Ep. 
p- 6, 12; 247, 8. 15). Sin autem ad Fab. Antioch. apud Eus. H. E. 
Doctrina in universum saltem aquam | VI, 43. — τρίς] Ter aqua effundenda 
vivam postulat, Tertullianus De bapt. est respectu trium divinarum perso- 
c. 4 scribit: Nulla distinctio est, narum. Ideoque immersio quoque 
mari quis an stagno, fluminean fonte, | ter facienda erat. : 
lacu an alveo diluatur. 4. 6. χελεύεις cod: χελεύσεις Br. 
2. εἰς ἄλλο ὕδωρ] sc. lacum sive|— De ieiunio et baptizandorum et 
a natura sive ab hominibus effossum, | fidelium baptismo assistentium etiam 
cisternam vel similem aliam aquam, | Iustinus et auctor Clem. Recognitio- 
modo sit frigida, Quod attinet prae- | num loquuntur. Ile Apol. I, 61 di- 
positionem εἰς, considera, verbum cit, catechumenos, qui doctrinam 
βαπτίζειν denotare immersionem. — | christianam susceperint eamque se 
ov δύνασαι] i. 6. si valetudo minus | secuturos esse polliceantur, precari 
firma vel tempus anni usum aquae et ieiunantes peccatorum ante com- 
frigidae in baptismo administrando | missorum remissionem a Deo petere 
non permittit. 'doceri, fidelibus una cum eis precan- 
3. aug. μὴ ἔχῃς] scilicet tantum tibus ac ieiunantibus (ἡμῶν συνευχο- 
aquae vivae vel alius, sive frigidae μένων χαὶ συννηστευόντων αὐτοῖς). 
sive calidae, ut immergere possis. — | Hic VII, 37 scribit: Vos (sc. Aquila, 
Exyeov εἰς τ. x.] Habes hic testimo-| Niceta, Clemens) et ego (Petrus) vo- 
nium vetustissimum formae effusio- | biscum hodie ieiunemus cum ipsa 
nis vel aspersionis in baptismo ad- | (Mattidia), et crastino baptizabitur ; 
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sancti in aqua viva. 2. Sin autem non habes aquam vivam, 
in alia aqua baptiza; si non potes in frigida, in calida. 3. Sin 
autem neutram habes, effunde in caput ter aquam in nomine 
patris et fil et spiritus sancti. 4. Ante baptismum ieiunato 
baptizans et baptizandus et si qui alii possunt; baptizandum 
autem iube ielunare unum vel duos dies antea. 

VIII. Teiunia vero vestra ne fiant cum hypocritis; ievunant 
enim secunda post sabbatum et quinta; vos autem ieiunate 
quarta et sexta. 2. Neque orate sicut hypocritae, sed sicut prae- 


X, 72: Petrum indixisse ieiunium | hypocritae appellantur, scilicet 23, 
omni plebi et veniente die dominica | 13. 14. 15. 23. 25. 27. 29. Harnack 


baptizasse Faustinianum.  Reliqui 
veterum ieiuniorum baptismum in- 
gressurorum tantum mentionem fa- 
ciunt, scilicet Clemens Alex. Epit. 
ex Theodoto §§ 83—84 p. 988; Ter- 
tullianus De baptismo c. 20; Clem. 


Homiliae III, 73; XI, 35; XIII, 9—11. | 


Nonnunquam etiam auctor Clem. Re- 
cognitionum nonnisi de baptizandis 
leiunantibus dicit, scilicet III, 67; 
VI, 15; VII, 34—35; hoc autem loco, 
de baptismo Mattidiae agens, idem 
fideles quoque olim una cum bapti- 
zandis ieiunasse prodit (VII, 37). — 
πρὸ μιᾶς] Auctor Clem. Recognitio- 
num VII, 34 et 35 dicit, baptizando 
vel una die ante baptismum ieiunan- 
dum esse (cf. VII, 37); Lf], 67 idem 
de ieiuniis frequentibus catechume- 
norum loquitur. Clem. Hom. XI, 35 
de ieiunio pluribus diebus observando 
sermo est. 

VIL, 1. αἱ δὲ νηστεῖαι — ὑποχρι- 


τῶν] Auctor respicit Matth. 6, 16: 


a ν , Η , « ς 
ὅταν δὲ νηστεύητε, μὴ γίνεσϑε, ὡς οἱ 
ὑποχριταί, σκυϑρωποί. Cf. Lue. 18, 


12. Eodem modo quo hic ieiunium | 


infra v. 2 oratio hypocritarum re- 
vrobatur. Hypocritae autem in Novo 
Testamento sunt Pharisaei, qui in 
Evangelio Matthaei distincte septies 


false hypocritas Iudaeos declaravit. 
— δευτέρᾳ o. x. πέμπτῃ! Epiphanius 
| H. 16. 1 eosdem dies ieiunii Phari- 
saeis adscribit. Zahn, PMorschungen 
| LI, 317, e codice Parisino (Coislin. 
296 fol. 62+ hune locum exscripsit: 
Διὰ ti ot Ἰουδαῖοι τὴν δευτέραν (sic) 
τῶν σαββάτων χαὶ τῇ πέμπτῃ νηστεύ- 
ovow; Δευτέρᾳ σαββάτου ἐτύγχανεν 
εἶναι, ὅτε ὃ ναὸς ὑπὸ τοῦ Ναβουχο- 
δονόσορ ἐνεπρήσϑη, 


τὸ πρότερον 
πέμπτῃ δέ, ὅτι ὑπὸ τοῦ Τίτου τὸ δεύ- 
τερον ἔπαϑε. Πενϑοῦσιν οὖν ἐπὶ τῇ 
ἐμπρήσει τοῦ ναοῦ κατὰ ταύτας τὰς 
δύο ἡμέρας xata πᾶν σάββατον καὶ 
διὰ τοῦτο νηστεύουσιν. — τετράδα 
καὶ παρασχευήν] Praeter Doctrinam 
huius ieiunii primus Hermas men- 
tionem facit, Sim. V, 1 narrans, se 
stationem habere ac ieiunare. Dies 
stationis enim, ut Tertullianus De 
ieiun. c. ὦ. 14 scribit, erant feriae 
quarta et sexta; ieiunium, quod his 
diebus instituebatur, erat semiieiu- 
nium (ibid. c. 13) vel perdurabat 
usque ad nonam horam (ibid. c. 2. 10). 
CfiasClem» ΑἸ: Βεοτη 11 W275 
p. 877. Orig. Hom. X in Levit. ὁ. 2 
(Ed. De la Rue II, 246). Epiph. H. 
75, 6; Expos. Πα, c, 21, 


σι 
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ὃ χύριος ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ αὐτοῦ, οὕτω 

! U c ~ ΕΞ ~ ? ~ c ἢ ἌΝ 
προσδυχεσϑε᾽ Ilateg ἡμῶν ὁ ἕν τῷ οὐρανῷ, αγιασϑητω TO θνομὰ 
σου, ἐλϑέτω ἢ βασιλεία σου, γενηϑήτω τὸ ϑέλημαά σου ὡς ἐν 
οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ γῆς" τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον δὸς ἡμῖν 

’ - a Ν ~ c ~ 

σήμερον, xal ἄφες ἡμῖν τὴν ὀφειλὴν ἡμῶν, ὡς καὶ ἡμεῖς ἀφίεμεν 
τοῖς ὀφειλέταις ἡμῶν, καὶ μὴ εἰσενέγκης ἡμᾶς εἰς πειρασμόν, 
ἀλλὰ δῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ" ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἣ δύναμις nat 


κριταί, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἐχέλευσεν 


ἣ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 


3. Τρὶς τῆς ἡμέρας οὕτω προσεύχεσϑε. 


IX. Περὶ δὲ τῆς εὐχαριστίας, οὕτως εὐχαριστήσατε" 2. πρῶ- 


2. 8. γενηϑήτω em: γεννηϑήτω 
cod -- μηδὲ χτλ.] Matth. 6, ὅ Do- 
minus dicit: xal ὅταν προσεύχῃ, οὐκ 


ἔσῃ ὥσπερ ot ὑποχριταί. — ἔν τῷ, 
εὐαγγελίῳ αὐτοῦ] i. 6. Evangelio se- | 


cundum Matthaeum 6, 9-- 18, ubi 
oratio fere eisdem verbis legitur, ubi 
etiam orationis hypocritarum men- 
tio fit. Praeter lectiones ἐλϑέτω et 
ἀφίεμεν, quibus editores N. T. re- 
centissimi, Tischendorf et Westcott- 
Hort, ἐλϑάτω et ἀφήχαμεν substitue- 
runt, differentiae hae sunt: pro ἐν 
τῷ οὐρανῷ (post πάτερ ἡμῶν), ἐπὶ 
γῆς et τὴν ὀφειλήν Matthaeus exhibet 
ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς, ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς et τὰ 


ὀφειλήματα. — ὅτι σοῦ κτλ.] Eadem | 


doxologia infra 9, 4 (additis verbis 
διὰ I. Χριστοῦ) et 10, 5 legitur, bre- 
vior (sine 7 δύναμις xal) 9, 2. 3; 10, 
2. 4. Additamenta codicum bibli- 
corum et versiones 8. Scripturae, ex- 
cepta versione Sahidica, doxologiam 
maiorem exhibent, post ἐστίν verba 
i) βασιλεία καί inserentes. Verba non 
esse Domini cum codices vetustissimi 
tum alii testes probant. Doctrina 
autem docet, quomodo doxologia in 
textum 8. Scripturae irrepserit. Cum 
Christiani oratione Domini velut for- 
mula orationis uterentur, preces do- 
xologia concludebant, et usu longaevo 
doxologia cum precibus paullatim 


|adeo in unum concaluit, ut tempore 
_posteriore librarii nonnulli eam in 
8. Scriptura recipere non dubitarent. 

3. τρίς] Similiter Daniel 6, 10. 13. 
ter per diem orasse traditur. Sed 
quibus horis oratio fiebat? Haud 
dubie horis tertia, sexta et nona, 
quae in S. Scriptura et ab autoribus 
posterioribus saepius velut horae 
orationis commemorantur,neque vero, 
ut Harnack verisimile censet, de tem- 
pore matutino, postmeridiano ac ves- 
pertino cogitandum est. Cf. Act. 2, 
15; 3, 1; 10, 9. 380. Tert. De orat. 
c. 25; De ieiun. c. 10. Clem. Al. 
Strom. VII, 7,40 p. 854. Qnodsi hie 
scribit, quosdam horas constitutas 
orationi impendere, scilicet tertiam, 
sextam, nonam, gnosticum autem per 
totam vitam orare, probat, in eccle- 
sia Alexandrina illis horis orationem 
\factam esse. Vox τινές non de qui- 
busdam paucis, sed de fidelibus sim- 
plicibus in universum intelligenda 
est, quibus auctor gnosticum oppo- 
nit. Neque alius praxis ecclesiae 
Alexandrinae Origenes testis est. Lo- 
quitur quidem Adamantius De Orat. 
ὦ. 12 de orationibus, quae fiebant 
“mane et tempore vespertino. Voces 
πρωΐ et ἑσπερινή (ϑυσία) autem ne- 
'quaquam urgendae sunt, quippe quae 
partes sint locorum 8. Scripturae, sc. 
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cepit Dominus in Evangelio suo, ita orate: Pater noster, qui es 
in caelis, sanctificetur nomen tuum, adveniat regnum tuum , fiat 


voluntas tua sicut in caelo et m 


terra; panem nostrum cotidia- 


num da nobis hodie, et dimitte nobis debitum nostrum , sicut et 
nos dimittimus debitoribus nostris, et ne nos inducas in tentatio- 
nem, sed Libera nos a malo, quoniam tua est virtus et gloria in 


saecula. 


3. Ter in die sic orate. 


IX. Quod ad gratiarum actionem attinet, sic gratias agite ; 


Ps. 5, 4; 140, 2, qui laudati sunt. | 
Accedit, quod Origenes tertiam ora- 
tionem non postmeridianam appellat, 
sed dicit, eam sexta hora fieri et me- 
diam esse trium orationum. Scripto- 
res laudati sane Christianum etiam 
aliis horis vel semper orare volunt. 


Tertullianus De orat. c. 25 orationi | 
illis horis instituendae legitimas 
orationes opponit, quae sine ulla ad- 
monitione debentur, scilicet ingressu 
lucis ac noctis nec non ante cibum 
sumendum et lavacrum adeundum. 
Idem autem, respiciens librum Ac- 
tuum apostolorum, De ieiun. c. 10 
distinctis verbis interrogat, cur non 
intellegamus, salva plane indifferen- 
tia semper et ubique et omni tem- | 
pore orandi, tamen tres istas horas 
(in Actibus laudatas) ut insigniores | 
in rebus humanis, quae diem distri- | 
buunt, quae negotia distinguunt, quae 
publice resonant, ita et sollemniores 
fuisse in rebus divinis? Pseudo-Atha- 
nasius De virgin. ὁ. 13 cum tres illas 
orationis horas commemorat, tum 
(1. ο. ο. 16. 20) lectorem adhortatur, ut 
etiam hora duodecima, media nocte 
et sole exoriente oret. Quae cum 
ita sint, vox τρίς certe de horis tertia, | 
sexta, nona intellegenda est. Notan- 
dum est quoque, orationem Domini 
praeter 8S. Scripturam hic primum 
commemorari et quidem Christianis 


praescriptam usitatamque. Posterio- 
res testes sunt Irenaeus Adv. haer. 
V, 17, 1 et praesertim Tertullianus 
qui De Orat. c. 10 orationem illam le- 
gitimam et ordinariam appellat. Cf. 
Probst, Lehre und Gebet 1871. Real- 
Encyklopddie der christl. Altertiimer 
ed. Kraus J, 550 566: 

IX—X. In his capitibus formulae 


‘orationum in sacra cena adhibendae 


proponuntur, et quidem duae, quae 
communioni praecedunt, una, quae 


'corpore et sanguine Domini sumto 


pronuntianda erat. Zahn, Forsch- 


-ungen III, 293298, cum verba «i 


τις ἅγιος xtA., quae infra 10, 6 le- 
guntur, ei indicare viderentur, sacra- 
mentum nondum distributum esse, 
sed distributum iri, et considerans 
verba ὡσαννὰ τῷ υἱῷ (FEM) Δαβίδ 
(10, 6) vel verba εὐλογημένος ὁ ἐρ- 
χόμενος ἐν ὀνόματι χυρίου, quae in 
S. Seriptura cum illis coniuncta sunt, 
in liturgiis veteribus ante commu- 
nionem pronuntiari, cum in Doctrina 
communionem sequantur, orationes 
ad agapen pertinere censuit. Verba 
ὡσαννὰ κτλ. sane in liturgiis nobis 
servatis ante, hic autem post com- 
munionem leguntur. Altera ex parte 
vero minime dubium est, verba εἴ 
τις ἅγιος χτλ. non ad sacramentum 
accipiendum, sed ad Dominum redi- 
turum exspectandum referenda esse, 


σι 


σι 
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tov περὶ tod ποτηρίου: Kvyaprotobmev σοι, πάτερ ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ τῆς 
ἁγίας ἀμπέλου Δαβὶδ τοῦ παιδός σου, ἧς ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν διὰ Ἰησοῦ 
τοῦ παιδός σου" σοὶ ἣ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 8. Περὶ δὲ τοῦ 
χλάσματος" ὐχαριστοῦμέν σοι, πάτερ ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ τῆς ζωῆς καὶ 
γνώσεως, ἧς ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν διὰ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ παιδός σου" σοὶ ἣ 
δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 4. “ὥσπερ ἦν τοῦτο τὸ κλάσμα διεσχορ- 
πισμένον ἐπάνω τῶν ὀρέων χαὶ συναχϑὲν ἐγένετο Ev, οὕτω συν- 


cumque ita sit, ratio principalis, qua | sed potius vetus est habenda, cum 
interpretatio illa nititur, inanis est.|non ad singulas ecclesias, sed ad 
Praeterea ex 9, 5, praesertim verbis: | ecclesiam universam referenda sit. 
μὴ δῶτε τὸ ἅγιον τοῖς κυσί, eviden- | Cf. quae de hac re disputavit G. 
ter apparet, non tam de agape, quam | Bickell in Zeitschrift fiir kath. Theo- 
de communione vel potius de com- logie VIII (1884), 400—412; Real- 
munione cum agape coniuncta ser- | Hncyklopddie der christl. Altertiimer 
monem fieri. Denique ab omni veri-| ed. Kraus I], 311—813. Ut eos re- 
similitudine abhorret, auctorem, post- | futet, qui forte contendere audeant, 
quam de baptismo egit, tres oratio- | orationibus hoc capite contentis con- 
nes ad agapen spectantes attulisse, secrationem elementorum factam 
de eucharistia autem proprie dicta | esse, Bickell non solum de pane iam 
nihil fere dixisse. Cf. etiam quae) fracto dici ἀγροῦ, sed etiam ad eu- 
de his orationibus disputavit Spitta logias provocat, quibus apud Iudae- 
in Zeitschrift fiir praktische Theolo- os in Paschate celebrando vinum et 
gie VIII (1886), 313—321, Sin au- panis distribuebantur. Eulogiaeillae 
tem orationes eucharisticae sunt, at- sunt: 1. Benedictus es Deus, Domi- 
tamen hauddubienonliturgiamtotam nus noster, rex mundi, qui fructum 
efficiebant, sed potius eae solum fuisse | vitis creasti, in saecula, Amen, 2. Be- 
videntur, quae in liturgia celebranda | nedictus . .. mundi, qui panem e 
ante et post communionem pronun- terra progignis, in saecula, Amen. 

tiabantur. Liturgia tam simplex et ΙΧ, 1. εὐχαριστίας] i. 6. epularum 
sine aliis orationibus atque eis, quae mysticarum, quae constant ex vino 
Doctrina traduntur, vix unquam et et pane, vel orationis eucharisticae. 
usquam agebatur. Verba institutio- Infra v. 5 vox distincte elementa 
nis eucharistiae saltem non praeter- | consecrata designat. Similiter Iu- 
missa sunt, cum in omnibus liturgiis stinus Apol. I, 66 scribit: χαὶ 4 τρο- 
veteribus legantur et teste Luca 22, φὴ αὕτη καλεῖται παρ᾽ ἡμῖν εὐχαριστία. 
19 Dominus sacramentum instituens Cf. Ign. Smyrn. 7,1; 8,1; Philad. 4. 
discipulis praecepisset, uthocinipsius 2. πρῶτον π. τ. ποτηρίου] Hic 
commemorationem agerent. Accedit, ordo nusquam alias invenitur. Neque: 
quod teste Justino Apol. I, 65—67 Lucas eum habet; nam calicem qui- 
liturgia saeculo II medio longe plura dem paschalem (22, 17 sq.) ante epu- 
amplexa est, et liturgia, quam apo- las eucharisticas commemorat, cali- 
logeta describit, nequaquam recens, cem autem eucharisticum distincte 
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2. primum de calice: Gratias tibi agimus, pater noster, pro 
sancta vite David pueri tui, quam indicasti nobis per Iesum 


puerum tuum; gloria tibi in saecula. 


3. De pane fracto autem: 


Gratias tibi agimus, pater noster, pro vita et scientia, quam 
indicasti nobis per Iesum puerum tuum; gloria tibi in saecula. 
4, Sicut hic panis fractus dispersus erat supra montes et col- 


post panem eucharisticum ponit (22, | 
19 sq.). Similiter Paulus I Cor. 11, 
23 sqq., ubi institutionem sacramenti 
altaris exponit, ordinem communem 
servat. Quod ‘apostolus I Cor. 10, 
16. 21 calicem pani praeponit, nul- 
lius momentiest. Infra v. 5 Doctrina 
ipsa communem ordinem sequitur, 
dicens: μηδεὶς δὲ φαγέτω μηδὲ πιέτω. 
Hoe loco Doctrina ipsa prodit, se 
non formulam liturgicam proprie 
dictam universamque exhibere velle. 
Alias ordo eucharistiae communis 
certe servatus esset. — πάτερ ἡμῶν] 
Haec verba allocutoria ex oratione 
Domini desumpta sunt. — ἀμπέλου 


Aa pid \Contextum respicientibus verba 
de vino eucharistico seu de sanguine. 
Christi nobis interpretanda sunt. Cle- 
mens Al., Doctrinam haud dubie cog- | 
nitam habens, sanguinem vitis David | 
sanguinem Christi distincte appellat, 
Quis div. salv. 6. 29 scribens: οὗτος (sc. 
Χριστός) 6 τὸν οἶνον, τὸ αἷμα τῆς ἀμ- 
πέλου τῆς Δαβίδ, ἐχχέας ἡμῶν ἐπὶ τὰς, 
τετρωμένας ψυχάς. Similiter ΟΥῖρθ-. 
nes Hom. in Iud. VI, 2 (De la Rue 
II, 471) de vera vite loquitur, quae 
ascendit de radice David, verbis 
sanguinem Christi eucharisticum de- 
notans. Cuius verba etiam ortum. 
phrasis ἄμπελος Aa pid explicant. Vi- 
tem Christus se ipse appellat loann. | 
15, 1. Cf. Matth. 26, 29. Clem. Al. | 
Paedag. I, 5, 15 p. 107, ubi cin | 
vitis et sanguis Verbi tanquam potus 


hominum commemorantur, illud cor- 
poris, hic spiritus. — Aapld τοῦ παι- 
δός σου] David παῖς ϑεοῦ appellatur 
ἘΞ ἢ, τ ΘΒ: ον, 9», ΠῚ. 51, ΟΣ 
δοῦλος ϑεοῦ Ps. 77, 70; 180,10; 148, 
10. --- ἐγνώρισας] ΟἿ Ioann. 15, 15; 17, 
26. —- Ἰησοῦ τ. παιδός σου] Kadem 
verba exstant Act.3,13.26; 4, 27. 30; 
leguntur quoque apud patres aposto- 
licos. Cf. quae adnotavi ad Barn. 6, 1. 
Animadvertendum est, quod Doctrina 
in hoe versu non solum [esum, sed 
etiam David παῖδα ϑεοῦ nominat. 
Cum autem utraque appellatio etiam 
in 8. Seriptura inveniatur, non est 
urgenda, 

3. χλάσματος] i. e. panis euchari- 
stici seu corporis Christi revera in 
eruce, typice in eucharistia fracti. 
Vox in §. Scriptura saepe legitur, 
80. Matth. 14, 20; 15, 37; Mare. 6, 
43; 8, 8. 19. 20; Luc. 9, 17; Toann. 
6, 12. 13; sed ubique ‘fragmentum 
vel fructum denotat. Eum sensum, 
quo hic adhibetur, vox nusquam alias 
habet. Paulus autem I Cor. 10, 16 
scribit: τὸν ἄρτον ὃν χλῶμεν, | Cor. 
11, 24: τὸ σῶμα τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν κλώ- 
μενον. Act. 2,42 ἡ χλάσις τοῦ ἄρτου 


legitur. -- ζωῆς χαὶ γνώσεως] Cfr. 
infra 10, 2; 11, 2.01 Clem. 36, 2. 
II Clem. 20, 5. 


4. ὁ, τοῦτο τό em: τοῦτο cod — 
χλάσμα... ἕν] Cf. 1 Cor. 10,17. Ign. 
Eph. 20, 2. — συναχϑήτω χτλ.] Cf. 
10, 5. Matth. 24, 31. — βασιλείαν) 


σι 
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ayditw σου ἣ ἐκχλησία ἀπὸ τῶν περάτων τῆς γῆς εἰς τὴν σὴν 
βασιλείαν: ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἣ δόξα nat ἣ δύναμις διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. ὅ. Μηδεὶς δὲ φαγέτω μηδὲ πιέτω ἀπὸ τῆς εὖ- 
χαριστίας ὑμῶν, ἀλλ᾽ of βαπτισϑέντες εἰς ὄνομα xupiov: καὶ γὰρ 
περὶ τούτου εἴρηκεν 6 χύριος" Mn δῶτε τὸ ἅγιον τοῖς κυσί. 

X. Μετὰ δὲ τὸ ἐμπλησϑῆναι οὕτως εὐχαριστήσατε" 2. Τ᾿ ὐ- 
χαριστοῦμέν σοι, πάτερ ἅγιε, ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἁγίου ὀνόματός σου, οὗ 
χατεσχήνωσας ἐν ταῖς χαρδίαις ἡμῶν, χαὶ ὑπὲρ τῆς γνώσεως xat 
πίστεως χαὶ ἀϑανασίας, ἧς ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν διὰ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ παιδός 


σου" σοὶ ἣ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 


ἐχτισαὰς 
ἔδωχας 


ἡμῖν δὲ 


Haec vox cum voci ἐχχλησία opposita | 
sit, regnum Christi futurum denotat. 
Auctor igitur in oratione eucharistica | 
res extremas in memoriam revocat, 
ut Dominus ipse Matth. 26, 29 et 
Paulus apostolus [ Cor. 11, 26. Ut 
Swainson primus vidit, eadem fere 
gratiarum actio, quae hic fit pro ac- 
cepto pane eucharistico, a Pseudo- 
Athanasio De virginitate ο. 13 et 
quidem pro pane communi enuntian- 
da exhibetur. In hoe enim libro le- 
gimus: Ὅταν κατεσϑῆς (sc. ἡ παρϑέ- 
γος) ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης καὶ ἐρχῇ κλᾶ- 
σαι τὸν ἄρτον, .. εὐχαριστοῦσα λέγε" 
Εὐχαριστοῦμέν σοι, πάτερ 
ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ τῆς ἁγίας ἀναστάσεως 
σου, διὰ γὰρ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ παιδός 
σου ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν αὐτήν, καὶ 
χαϑὼς 6 ἄρτος οὗτος διεσκορπισ- 
μένος ὑπῆρχεν ὃ ἐπάνω ταύτης 
τῆς τραπέζης καὶ συναχϑεὶς ἐγέ- 
VETO ἕν, οὕτως ἐπισυναχϑήτω 
σου h ἐχχλησία ἀπὸ τῶν πε- 
ράτων τῆς γῆς εἰς τὴν βασι- 
λείαν σου, ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἣ 
δύναμις καὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς 
αἰῶνας. Ἀμήν. (Migne,P. gr. t. 28 


3. Σύ, δέσποτα παντοχράτορ, 


τὰ πάντα ἕνεχεν τοῦ ὀνόματός σου, τροφὴν te χαὶ- ποτὸν 
τοῖς ἀνθρώποις εἰς ἀπόλαυσιν, ἵνα σοι εὐχαριστήσωσιν, 
ἐχαρίσω πνευματικὴν τῤοφὴν nat ποτὸν χαὶ ζωὴν αἰώνιον 


p. 266.) 

5. μηδεὶς χτλ.] Similiter dicit Tu- 
stinus Apol. I, 66: τῆς εὐχαριστίας 
οὐδενὶ ἄλλῳ μετασχεῖν ἐξόν ἐστιν ἢ 
τῷ πιστεύοντι ἀληϑῆ εἶναι τὰ δεδιδαγ- 
μένα ὑφ᾽ ἡμῶν καὶ λουσαμένῳ τὸ ὑπὲρ 
ἀφέσεως ἁμαρτιῶν καὶ εἰς ἀναγέννησιν 
λουτρόν. — βαπτ. εἰς ὄνομα κυρίου] 
Similiter Act. 19, 5 legimus, disci- 
pulos Ioannis Ephesi baptizatos esse 
in nomine Domini lIesu. Teste autem 
Doctrina inde nequaquam iam colli- 
gendum est, in sacramento admini- 
strando nonnisi verba εἰς ὄνομα xv- 
giov olim adhibita esse. Supra 7, 1. 
3 enim Doctrina distinctis verbis 
praecipit, ut homo in nomine trini- 
tatis baptizetur. — μὴ δῶτε χυλ.]} 
Matth. 7, 6. Tertullianus De prae- 
script. c. 41 dicit, in conventibus hae- 
reticorum ecclesiasticis non solum 
incertum esse, quis catechumenus sit, 
quis fidelis, cum pariter adeant, pa- 
riter audiant, pariter orent, sed etiam, 
si ethnici supervenerint, sanctum ca- 
nibus et porcis margaritas, licet non 
veras, iactari. 

X, 1. ἐμπλησϑῆναι) Cf. loann. 6, 


DUODECIM APOSTOLORUM IX, 4—X, 3. 29 


lectus factus est unus, ita colligatur ecclesia tua a finibus terrae 
in regnum tuum; quoniam tua est gloria et virtus per Iesam 
Christum in saecula. 5. Nemo autem edat neque bibat a vestra 
gratiarum actione, nisi qui baptizati sunt in nomine lesu; de 
hoc etenim dixit Dominus: Ne date sanctum canibus. 

X. Postquam autem impleti estis, sic gratias agite: 2. Gra- 
tias tibi agimus, pater sancte, pro sancto nomine tuo, quod 
fecisti ut habitet in cordibus nostris, et pro scientia et fide et 
immortalitate, quam indicasti nobis per lesum puerum tuum; 
gloria tibi in saecula. 9. Tu, Domine omnipotens, creasti oniua 
propter nomen tuum, et cibum potumque dedisti hominibus ad 
fruendum, ut tibi gratias agant, nobis autem largitus es spiri- 
tualem cibum et potum et vitam aeternam per puerum tuum. 


12, ubi vox de quinque milibus homi-| Ps. 22, 3: ὡδήγησέν μὲ ἐπὶ τρίβους 
num a Domino satiatorum adhibetur. διχαιοσύνης ἕνεχεν τοῦ ὀνόματος αὐὖ- 
Vox indicat, tempore ortus Doctrinae | tov. Similiter Ps. 24, 11; 30,4; 78, 
cum sacra cena etiam epulasillas con- (9; 142, 11. In litteris christianis 
iunctas fuisse, quae graeco nomine! praeter hunc locum formula exstare 


agape appellatae sunt. Cf. I Cor. 11, 
20—22. 

2. 8. ἡμῶν em: ὑμῶν cod — πά- 
τερ ἅγιε] Eisdem verbis Dominus uti- 
tur Joann. 17, 11. — ἁγίου ὀνόματός 
cov] Cf. Luc. 1, 49. Ioann. 17, 26 
(ἐγνώρισα αὐτοῖς τὸ dvouc σου). — 
χατεσχήνωσας] Verbum sensu transi- 
tive etiam Ps. 22, 2 adhibetur, alias 
sensu intransitivo, ex gr. loann. 1, 14. 

3. δέσποτα] Haec vox in oratione 
(Sirach 33,1. Luc. 2,29. Act. 4, 24. 
I Clem. 59, 4; 60,3; 61, 1.2) et alias 
a scriptoribus sacris et ecclesiasticis 
saepe adhibetur. Cf. ad eam et ad 
vocem παντωχράτωρ index vocabu- 
lorum, quem adieci editioni meae 
Patrum apostolicorum. — ἔχτισας τ. 
π.] Sap. 1, 14. Sirach 18, 1; 24, 8. 


Apoc. 4, 11. Cf. Eph. 3, 9. Hebr. 3, 4. | 
— ἕνεχεν tod ὀνόματός σου] Haec 


yerba in Vetere Testamento, inpri- 
mis in Psalmis saepius leguntur. 


non videtur. Hermas Vis. J, 1, 6 
_scribit, Deum omnia creasse propter 
sanctam ecclesiam suam. Auctor 
epistulae ad Diognetum 10, 2 docet 
propter homines mundum creatum 
esse. Idem dicunt Iustinus Apol. I, 
10; Il, 4.5; Dialog. ¢. 41, et poste- 
riores. Itaque formula illa antiquita- 
tem maximam sapit. — εἰς ἀπόλαυ- 
ow] Cf. I Tim. 6,17: παρέχοντι ἡμῖν 
πάντα πλουσίως εἰς ἀπόλαυσιν. — 
ἐχαρίσω] Vox ex industria posita est. 
Hominibus omnibus Deus dat cibum 
communem, Christianis autem gratia 
speciali etiam cibum spiritualem. — 
πνευματιχὴν τροφήν] Cf. Tust. Apol. 
1, 66 et Tren. Adv. haer. IV, 18, 5, 
ubi legimus, panem eucharisticum 
non esse panem communem. — xal 
ζωὴν αἰώνιον] Haec verba indicant 
effectum alimentispiritualis. Sensus 
est igitur: largitus es nobis alimen- 
tum spirituale et per hoc (vel quod 
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διὰ τοῦ παιδός cov. 4. Ilpd πάντων εὐχαριστοῦμέν σοι, ὅτι δυνατὸς 
ef: σοὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 5. Μνήσϑητι, κύριε, τῆς ἐκκλησίας 
Gov τοῦ ῥύσασθαι αὐτὴν ἀπὸ παντὸς πονηροῦ χαὶ τελειῶσαι αὐτὴν 
ἐν τῇ ἀγάπῃ σου, καὶ σύναξον αὐτὴν ἀπὸ τῶν τεσσάρων ἀνέμων, 
τὴν ἁγιασϑεῖσαν, εἰς τὴν σὴν βασιλείαν, ἣν ἡτοίμασας αὐτῇ" ὅτι 


~ > c ig Ν ¢ , Ἂς 5.» 
σοῦ ἐστιν ἣ δύναμις χαὶ ἣ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 


χάρις χαὶ παρελθέτω ὁ κόσμος 
Εἴ τις ἅγιός ἐστιν, ἐρχέσϑω ᾿ εἴ 
? ' 5 la 
atas ἀμήν. 
λουσιν. 


operatur) vitam aeternam. Ignatius 
Eph. 20, 2 eucharistiam pharmacum 
immortalitatis appellat. 

4. ἃ. σοὶ em Br: σὺ cod, ot, σοὶ 
Harnack. — Apoe. 11, 17 legimus: ¢?- 
χαριστοῦμέν σοι, κύριε ὁ ϑεὸς 6 παντο- 
χράτωρ, . . OTL εἴληφας τὴν δύναμίν 
σου τὴν μεγάλην καὶ ἐβασίλευσας. --- 
δυνατὸς ei] Cf. Ps. 88,9. Lue. 1,49. 

5. ῥύσασϑαι χτλ.] Cf. Matth. 6,13. 
Toann. 17, 15. — τελειῶσαι xtd.| Cf. 
Toann. 17, 23. I Ioann. 2, 5. 
50, 3 (οἱ ἐν ἀγάπῃ τελειωϑέντες). — 
σύναξον xti.] Matth. 24, 31: χαὶ συν- 
ἄξουσι τοὺς ἐχλεχτοὺς αὐτοῦ ἐχ τῶν 
τεσσάρων ἀνέμων. --- τὴν ἁγιασϑεῖσαν] 
se. sanguine Christi. Cf. Ioann. 17, 
19. Eph. 5, 25 (ὁ Χριστὸς ἠγάπησεν 
τὴν ἐχχλησίαν χαὶ ξαυτὸν παρέδωχεν 
ὑπὲρ αὐτῆς, ἵνα αὐτὴν ἁγιάσῃ). Hebr. 
10, 10 (ἡγιασμένοι ἐσμὲν διὰ τῆς προσ- 
φορᾶς τοῦ σώματος I. Χριστοῦ ἐφά- 
παξ). Herm. Vis. I, 3,4. Bryennius 
et Schaff verbum cum sequentibus 
construunt, ita ut sensus sit: eccle- 
sia, quae sanctificata est in regnum 
tuum vel ut hereditet regnum tuum. 
Supra 9, 4 autem verba εἰς τὴν σὴν 
6. cum συναχϑήτω coniuncta sunt. — 
ἡτοίμασας] Cf. Matth. 25, 34: χληρο- 
γομήσατε τὴν ἡτοιμασμένην ὑμῖν βα- 
σιλείαν. Hebr. 11, 16. 


I Clem.. 


6. ᾿Ελϑέτω 
οὗτος. Ὡσαννὰ τῷ υἱῷ Δαβίδ. 
τις οὖκ ἔστι, μετανοείτω- μαρὰν 


Tot δὲ 2 r - » co Hé 
(§¢ OF προφήταις ἐπίτρεπετε EVKAPLOTELY, COM ὕε- 


ὡσαννὰ em: ὡς ἀννὰ cod | 
υἱῷ em: ϑεῷ cod | 8. sq. μαραναϑὰ 
cod — ἐλϑέτω xti.] Veteres Chri- 
stiani non solum hunc mundum brevi 
tempore praeteriturum esse crede- 
bant, sed etiam pro accelerando eius 
fine adventuque Christi orabant. Cf. 
Apoc. 22, 17: xal τὸ πνεῦμα καὶ ἣ 
νύμφη λέγουσιν" Ἔρχου, καὶ 6 ἀκούων 
εἰπάτω" Ἔρχου, 20: ἔρχου, κύριε Ἶη- 
σοῦ. Tertullianus Apolog. c. 39 qui- 
dem scribit: Oramus pro mora finis, 
Similiter_ De orat. c. 5 in explicando 
secundo orationis dominicae articulo 
commemorat, quosdam protractum 
quemdam (in) saeculo postulare. Ipse 
autem eodem loco censet, regnum 
Dei, quod ut adveniat oramus, ad 
consummationem saeculi tendere et 
cum aliis Christianis optat maturius 
regnare et non diutius servire. — 
χάρις] Cf. I Petr. 1, 18: ἐλπίσατε 
ἐπὶ τὴν φερομένην ὑμῖν χάριν ἐν ἀπο- 
χαλύψει T. Χριστοῦ. --- παρελϑέτω] 
Cf. Matth. ὅ, 18. 1 Cor. 7,81. II Petr. 
3, 10. Apoc. 21, 1. — ὡσαννὰ τῷ 
ϑεῷ Δαβίδ] Matth. 21, 9. 15. Sie Te- 
sus Hierosolyma intrans a turbis po-— 
puli salutatus est. Hisdem verbis 
teste Hegesippo (Eus. H. E. II, 29) 
multi testimonio Iacobi ad fidem 
_adducti vel in fide confirmati Iesum 


| hak i 
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4. Ante omnia gratias {101 agimus, quod potens es; gloria tibi 
in saecula. 5. Recordare, Domine, ecclesiae tuae, ut eam liberes 
ab omni malo eamque perficias in caritate tua, οὐ collige eam 
a quattuor ventis sanctificatam in regnum tuum, quod ei parasti, 
quoniam tua est virtus et gloria in saecula. 6. Adveniat gratia 
et praetereat mundus hic. Hosanna filio David. Si quis sanctus 
est , accedat; si quis non est, paenitentiam agat. Maranatha, 
Amen. 7. Prophetis vero permittite gratias agere, quantas volunt. 


glorificaverunt. Verba aptissime hoc 
loco posita sunt, ubi Christus redi- 
turus exspectatur. Quod autem ad 
vocem ὡσαννά attinet, LXX Ps. 117, 
25 interpretati sunt: ὦ χύριε σῶσον 
δή (SIAL), ὦ χύριε εὐόδησον δή, 
et Clemens Alex. Paedag. I, 5, 12 
p- 105 seribit: φῶς χαὶ δόξα καὶ ai- 
νος med ἱχετηρίας τῷ xveiw* τουτὶ 
γὰρ ἐμφαίνει ξρμευόμενον Ἑλλάδι φωνῇ 
τὸ ὡσαννά. Lucas 19, 28 totum lo- 
cum, Marcus 11, 9 et Ioannes 12, 13 
verba saltem τῷ υἱῷ Δαβίδ omiserunt, 
vocem ®oavve solam_ exhibentes. 
Quae respiciens atque considerans, 
Tesum ipsum Matth. 22, 42—45 ex 
Pharisaeis dicentibus, Christum esse 
filium David, quaesiisse, quomodo 
filius esset David, quippe qui Ps. 
109, 1 eum Dominum appellaret, 
atque Barnabam 12, 10—11 et non- 
nullos alios scriptores ecclesiasticos 
eos impugnare, qui dixerunt, Chri- 
stum esse filium David vel filium 
hominis, Harnack lectionem codicis 
retinendam esse putavit. Haec bene 
dicta sint. Sin autem mecum reputo, 
locum sollemnissimum atque verba 
ea esse, quae eS. Scriptura deprompta 


esse nemo ignoravit, persuadere mihi | 


non possum, auctorem ϑεῷ scripsisse, 
sed minime dubito, hanc lectionem 
per lapsum librarii in textum irrep- 


praecedenti de transitu mundi et 
adventu Christi sermo sit, haec ver- 
ba non deaccessu ad sacram cenam, 
sed de introitu in ecclesiam Domi- 
num exspectantem intellegenda sunt. 
Quae cum ita sint, admonitio ad pae- 
nitentiam minus ad fideles peccato- 
res, quam ad catechumenos et infi- 
deles dirigitur. Celsus apud Orig, C. 
Cels. ΠῚ, 59 refert, gentiles ad my- 
steria vocasse alios: ὅστις χεῖρας χα- 
ϑαρὸς καὶ φωνὴν συνετός, alios: ὅστις 
ἁγνὸς ἀπὸ παντὸς μύσους, χαὶ ὅτῳ 
ἡ ψυχὴ οὐδὲν σύνοιδε xaxdy, χαὶ ὅτῳ 
εὖ χαὶ δικαίως βεβίωται. --- μαρὰν 
ἀϑά] I Cor. 16, 22. Alii verba illa 
aramaica interpretantur: Domine 
noster, veni (cf. Apoc. 22, 20); alii: 
Dominus venit (ἥκει vel ἦλϑεν). Ut- 
cunque autem verba vertuntur, lo- 
cus finem Apocalypsis (22, 20) in me- 
moriam revocat. — ἀμήν] Hane vo- 
cem Doctrina hoc tantum loco ex- 
hibet. 

7. Sensus: prophetis eisque solis 
licet, in sacra cena et agape cele- 
branda, formulis orationis supra alle- 
gatis praetermissis, libere gratias 
agere, quantas volunt. Iustinus si- 
milem libertatem episcopo tribuit, 
Apolog. I, 67 secribens: zai 6 προ- 
εστὼς εὐχὰς ὁμοίως χαὶ εὐχαριστίας, 
don δύναμις αὐτῷ, ἀναπέμπει. Cle- 


sisse. --- εἴ tug ἅγιος xtd.] Cum in! mens Rom. I Cor. 41, 1 omnes ad- 
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XI. Ὃς ἂν οὖν ἐλϑὼν διδάξῃ ὑμᾶς ταῦτα πάντα τὰ προ- 
εἰρημένα, δέξασϑε αὐτόν: 2. ἐὰν δὲ αὐτὸς ὃ διδάσκων στραφεὶς 
διδάσχῃ ἄλλην διδαχὴν εἰς τὸ καταλῦσαι, pry) αὐτοῦ ἀκούσητε. εἰς 
δὲ τὸ προσϑεῖναι δικαιοσύνην καὶ γνῶσιν κυρίου, δέξασϑε αὐτὸν 
ὡς χύριον. 

9. Περὶ δὲ τῶν ἀποστόλων καὶ προφητῶν, κατὰ τὸ δόγμα τοῦ 
εὐαγγελίου οὕτω ποιήσατε. 4. lag δὲ ἀπόστολος ἐρχόμενος πρὸς 
ὑμᾶς δεχϑήτω ὡς χύριος᾽ 5. οὐ μενεῖ δὲ εἰ μὴ ἡμέραν μίαν" 


ΜΝ Ὁ ἙΝ 


ἐὰν δὲ ἢ χρεία, χαὶ τὴν ἄλλην τρεῖς δὲ ἐὰν μείνῃ, ψευδοπροφήτης 


hortatur, ut in suo quisque ordine| 4.14. Rom. 16, 7. I Cor. 15, 7. Apoc. 
Deo gratias agant. 2, 2. In ceteris litteris christianis 

XI. Hoe caput et sequentia prae- | veteribus vox illo sensu raro adhi- 
cepta continent disciplinam eccle-| bita esse videtur. Hermas, Sim. IX, 
siasticam spectantia. 15; 45. 16).5;.25, 2hef Miss iPass 

1. τ. π. τὰ προειρημένα] i. 6. omnia | de apostolis et doctoribus praedica- 
quae in capitibus decem prioribus | tionis filii Dei loquens voce ἀπόστο- 
dicta sunt. Cf. 7, 1. dog sensu potius strictiore quam am- 

2. did. ἄλλην διδαχὴν χτλ] Cf.| pliore usus esse putandus est. Eu- 
II Ioann. 10: εἴ τις ἔρχεται πρὸς sebius H. E, III, 37; V, 10 praedi- 
ὑμᾶς καὶ ταύτην τὴν διδαχὴν οὐ φέρει, | catores evangelii evangelistas nomi- 
μὴ λαμβάνετε αὐτὸν εἰς οἰχίαν καὶ nat, secundo loco addens, apostolo- 
χαίρειν αὐτῷ μὴ λέγετε. 11 Petr. 2,1. ΤΠ] exemplo eos studium suum ad 
Ign. Eph. 9, 1. — χαταλῦσαι] sc. τὰ | aedificationem fidei et ad incremen- 
προειρημένα vel τὴν διδαχὴν προειρη- | tum verbi divini conferre properasse. 
μένην. — προσϑεῖναι . . γνῶσιν z.||H. E. 1, 12 idem apostolorum duo- 
Cf. Prov. 2, 5. 6. Eccles. 1, 18 (δ᾽ decimsocios enumerat. Irenaeus Adv. 
προστιϑεὶς γνῶσιν). — ὡς κύριον] Cf.| haer. II, 21, 1 et Tertullianus Adv. 
4,1.11; 11,4. Matth. 10. 40. Ioann.| Mare. IV, 24 septuaginta Domini 
13, 20. Ign. Eph. 6, 1. Pseudo-Ath. | discipulos apostolos nominant; IV, 
De virg. ὁ. 22. 12, 5 ille insuper dicit, Dominum 

3. ἀποστόλων] Vox ab auctore sen- | apostolorum partem promisisse eis, qui 
su ampliore adhibetur; non denotat| omnia sua vendentes et pauperibus 
duodecim apostolos a Domino electos, | dividentes ipsum secuti essent. Cle- 
sed universe praedicatores evangelii,| mens Alex. non solum Barnabam 
qui religionem christianam anun- | (Strom. II, 6, 31; II, 7, 35 p. 445. 447), 
tiantes inprimis ad infideles se con-|sed etiam Clementem Romanum 
ferunt. Similiter eodem nomine in| (Strom. IV, 17, 107 p. 609) aposto- 
S. Scriptura comites et socii aposto-| lum appellat. Origenes (In Ioann. 
lorum vel etiam alii praedicatores | t. 82, 10, Dela Rue IV, 430 sq.) unum- 
evangelii appellantur. Cf. Act. 14,|quemque, qui mittitur ab aliquo, 
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XI. Qui igitur ad vos veniens docuerit vos haec omnia 
praedicta, eum suscipite. 2. Sin autem doctor ipse perversus doceat 
aliam doctrinam, ita ut dissolvat, ne eum audite; si vero docet, 
ita ut addat iustitiam et scientiam Domini, suscipite eum sicut 
Dominum. 

3. Quod autem apostolos attinet et prophetas, secundum 
decretum Evangelii sic facite. 4. Omnis apostolus veniens 
ad vos suscipiatur sicut Dominus; 5. non autem manebit nisi 
unum diem, si opus est et alterum; tres autem si maneat, 


apostolum eius nominat, qui misit.| ut legunt Wescott et Hort) Domini. 
C. Cels. II, 9 idem apostolos quidem| 4. ὡς χύριον] Cf. 4, 1. Ign. Eph. 


non nominat, sed describit, narrans, 
Christianos, quantum in se sit, cu- 
rare, ut quo terrarum cumqueipsorum 
doctrina dispergatur; quosdam id 
5101 negotium desumsisse, ut non 
solum urbes, sed etiam vicos et villas 
obambularent, quo alios ad pium 
Dei cultum adducerent. Denique no- 
tandum est, teste Epiphanio H. 30, 
4. 11 apud Iudaeos assessores pa- 
triarchae apostolos vocatos esse. — 
προφητῶν) Praeter apostolos auctor 
igitur prophetas cognitos habet. Ko- 
dem modo apostoli ac prophetae si- 
mul commemorantur I Cor. 12, 28. 
29; Eph. 2, 20; 3, 5; 4, 11; Apoc. 
18, 20. Praeterea prophetarum chri- 
stianorum ὃ. Scriptura mentionem 
fag. Act. 11,27, 28;. 13,1; 1 Cor. 
14, 29-39. — (χατὰ τὸ δόγμα τ. εὑ- 
- ἀγγελίου] Vox δόγμα decretum vel 
mandatum denotat etiam Luce. 2, 1; 
Act. 16, 4; 17, 7; Eph. 2,15. Auc- 
tor Matth. 10,5 —12; 7, 15—23; 10, 
40—42; Luc. 9, 1—6; 10,4—21 ante 
oculos habere videtur. Paulus quo- 
que I Cor. 14,37 dicit, quae de pro- 
phetis et spiritualibus scribat, ea 
esse mandata vel mandatum (ἐντολή, 
Doctr. apost. ed. Funk, 


ὍΣ 

5. 8. εἰ μὴ addidi respiciens 12, 2: 
omisit cod, Hilgf. locum sanare stu- 
duit omittens οὐ. — ἡμέραν μίαν] 
Infra 12, 2 Doctrina cuique fratri 
peregrinanti christiano permittit 
duos vel tres dies in ecclesia manere 
elusque hospitio uti. Apostolis unus 
vel ad summum duo dies concedun- 
tur, cum eis non inter fideles, sed 
inter infideles opus incumbat. Ut 
ex sequentibus patet et Lucianus in 
libro testatur, qui inscribitur Pere- 
grinus Proteus, plures iure hospitii 
abusierant. — ψευδοπροφήτης] Cum 
de apostolis sermo sit, vox ψευδαπό- 
otodoc desideratur, quae legitur 
Il Cor. 11, 18. Vox ψευδοπροφήτης 
autem non solum in §, Scriptura 
saepius exstat (Matth. 7,15; 24, 11.24. 
Apoc. 16, 13; 19, 20; 20, 10), sed 
etiam falsum doctorem designat. 
I loann. 4, 1 psendoprophetae nomi- 
nantur, falsi doctores autem intelle- 
gendi sunt. Tertullianus De prae- 
script. c. 4 dicit: Qui pseudoprophe- 
tae sunt, nisi falsi praedicatores? Qui 
pseudapostoli, nisi adulteri evangeli- 
zatores ? 


3 


co 


94 
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ἐστίν. 


DOCTRINA 


6. ᾿πξερχόμενος δὲ 6 ἀπόστολος μηδὲν λαμβανέτω ef μὴ 


ἄρτον, ἕως οὗ αὐλισϑῇ ἐὰν δὲ ἀργύριον αἰτῇ, ψευδοπροφήτης ἐστί. 
7. Καὶ πάντα προφήτην λαλοῦντα ἐν πνεύματι οὐ πειράσετε 


6. Cf. Matth. 10, 9. 10; Mare. 6,|eis permittitur, quod nemini alii, 
8; Luc. 9, 3, ubi Dominus apostolis | scilicet gratias agere formula ora- 


ad evangelium praedicandum ex- 
euntibus praecipit, ne possideant au- 
rum neque argentum neque pecuniam 
in zonis suis, apud Matthaeum au- 
tem addit, dignum esse operarium 
cibo suo. — μηδὲν λαμβανέτω] Apo- 
stolus igitur praeter victum neces- 
sarium omnino nihil accipiat. Euse- 
bius H. E. ΠῚ, 37 praeterea refert, 
apostolos vel potius evangelistas, 
quo nomine utitur, antequam ad 
evangelium praedicandum exierunt, 
praeceptum Domini (Matth. 19, 21) 
explevisse et facultates suas inter 
egentes divisisse. Cf. Iren. Adv. haer. 
IV, 12,5. — ψευδοπροφήτης]. II Petr. 
2,1: ἐγένοντο δὲ χαὶ ψευδοπροφῆται 
ἐν τῷ λαῷ, ὡς καὶ. ἐν ὑμῖν ἔσονται 
ψευδοδιδάσχαλοι, οἵτινες παρεισάξουσιν 
αἱρέσεις ἀπωλείας χτλ., V. 3: χαὶ ἐν 
πλεονεξίᾳ πλαστοῖς λόγοις ὑμᾶς 
ἐμπορεύσονται. 

7—12. Prophetae, de quibus in 
hac sectione agitur. instar doctorum 
in ecclesia considere potuerunt (ef. 
13, 1), cum apostolis ad fidem prae- 
dicandam peregrinandum neque diu- 
tius in ecclesia manere licitum esset 
(cf. v. 5), et in loco aliquo manentes 
aeque ac doctores a Christianis sus- 
tentandi erant (18). Itaque ecclesiis 
singulis serviebant, eas docentes atque 
aedificantes. Munus vero, quod pro- 
prie eis incumbebat, erat τὸ λαλεῖν 
ἕν πνεύματι (cf. v. 7). Cum charis- 
matibus essent praediti, locum in 
ecclesiis obtinebant 
Supra 10, 7 in eucharistia celebranda 


principalem. 


tionis tradita non utentes, sed quan- 
tum velint. Infra 13, 3 ἀρχιερεῖς 
Christianorum appellantur; et 15, 2, 
ubi lectores admonentur, ne episco- 
pos ac diaconos contemnant, exhor- 
tatio eo probatur, quod hi una cum 
prophetis et doctoribus honorati sint 
inter Christianos. Vox προφήτης in 
Doctrina quindecies nobis occurrit, 
cum voces ἀπόστολος (inscriptione 
praetermissa) et διδάσχαλος ter, vo- 
ces ἐπίσχοπος et διάχονος semel tan- 
tum legantur. Attamen praepositi 
ecclesiarum proprie dicti prophetae 
non erant. Ex 13, 4 apparet, eccle- 
sias fuisse, quae prophetas non ha- 
bebant. Praepositi ei potius dicendi 
sunt, quos ut eligant ecclesiae 15, 1 
in universum admonentur, scilicet 
episcopi et diaconi. Prophetae au- 
tem, ut ipsi charismatibus fruiti sunt, 
ita ecclesiarum charismata fuerunt, 
et locus, quem obtinebant, principa- 
tus magis honoris, ut ita dicam, quam 
iurisdictionis erat. Similiter de doc- 
toribus iudicandum esse videtur, 
quamquam eos quoque in ecclesiis 
nonnullis defuisse auctor non dicit. 
Loci 5. Scripturae, quibus prophetae, 
sive soli sive una cum _ apostolis, 
commemorantur, supra v. 3 allati 
sunt. Post scriptores sacros et Doc- 
trinam apostolorum  prophetarum 
christianorum raro tantum in litteris 
christianis mentio fit. Amplissime 
de eis agit Hermas Mand. XI, ipse 
donum prophetiae 5101 vindicans. 
Alii quidem de donis propheticis ad- 
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6. Abiens vero apostolus nihil accipiat nisi 


panem, donec devertat; si argentum poscit, pseudopropheta est. 
7. Et omnem prophetam loquentem in spiritu ne tentate neque 


hue exstantibus loquuntur, prophe- 
tas autem iam non diserte nominant. 
Barnabas 16, 9 dicit, verbum Dei in 
nobis prophetare: αὐτὸς ἐν ἡμῖν προ- 
φητεύων. Tustinus scribit Dialog. c. 
82: παρὰ γὰρ ἡμῖν χαὶ μέχρι viv προ- 
φητιχὰ χαρίσματά ἐστιν, ο. 88: χαὶ 
παρ᾽ ἡμῖν ἔστιν ἰδεῖν καὶ ϑηλείας καὶ 
ἄρσενας, χαρίσματα ἀπὸ τοῦ πνεύμα- 
τος τοῦ ϑεοῦ ἔχοντας. Irenaeus Adv. 
haer. II, 32, 4 de gratia Domini lo- 
quens exponit, alios Christianorum 
daemones expellere, alios praescien- 
tiam habere futurorum et visiones 
et dictiones propheticas, ὀπτασίας 
χαὶ ῥήσεις προφητιχάς, cum III, 11,9 
et V, 6,1 non tam de sua quam de 
apostolorum aetate agat. Adversa- 
rius Montanistarum ignotus, cuius 
verba laudat Eusebius H. E. V, 17, 
satis accurate indicat, suo tempore 
iam non prophetas alios fuisse quam 
pseudoprophetas Montanistarum. 
Seribit quidem, prophetiae donum 
in omni ecclesia ad ultimum usque 
Domini adventum permanere debere. 
Nec vero alio consilio id dicit, nisi 
ut impugnet confutetque Montanistas, 
qui ipsorum prophetas post Quadra- 
tum et Ammiam Philadelphensem 
in prophetiae gratiam successisse 
_ praedicabant, post Montanum autem 
et Maximillam ac Priscillam non pro- 
phetam aliquem ostendere poterant, 
etiamsi δεῖν εἶναι τὸ προφητιχὸν χά- 
ρισμα ἐν πάσῃ τῇ ἐχκλησίᾳ μέχρι τῆς 
τελείας παρουσίας ὁ ἀπόστολος ἀξιοῖ. 
Praeterea adversarios non ad pro- 
phetas in ecclesia catholica adhue 


ut verba ipsius docent, auctoritate 
potius apostoli probat. Prophetas 
denique Christianorum enumerans 
post laudatos alios iam non nomi- 
nare potuit, cum reliqui, quos vocat, 
tempore priores sint, scilicet Agabus 
(Act. 11, 28; 21, 10), Iudas et Silas 
(Act. 15, 22. 27. 32. 34, et Philippi 
filiae. Quae cum ita sint, Celso phi- 
losopho narranti, multos suo tem- 
pore fuisse prophetas christianos in 
Phoenicia ac Palaestina (Orig. C. Cels. 
VI, 9), exigua sane fides habenda 
est, etiamsi non omnino est dubitan- 
dum, id quod Origenes (ib. c. 11) fecit, 
eum huiusmodi homines vidisse, aut 
verba ad prophetas vel praestigia- 
tores haereticorum referenda sunt, 
quos Celsus antea (ib. c. 24—41) re- 
spexit, 

7. ἐν πνεύματι] 1. 6. ἐν ἐχστάσει, 
ut ex sequentibus apparet. Cf. I Cor. 
12534 1472) A poe. Ὁ: ἘΠ; 17.585: 
Herm. Vis. I, 1, 3; IL, 1,1; Sim. IX, 
1, 4. Tempore igitur Doctrinae li- 
cebat in ecstasi loqui. Saeculo autem 
secundo ad finem vergente Miltiades 
teste Eusebio H. E. V, 17 peculiari 
opere adversus Montanistas confecto 
docuit, μὴ δεῖν προφήτην ἐν ἐχστάσει 
λαλεῖν. --- οὐ πειράσετε xtd.] Auctor 
hoc loco de propheta probato agit, 
cum versibus sequentibus de falso 
propheta et de modo dicat, quo cog- 
noscendus sit. Itaque hic prophe- 
tam tentari vetat, cum Paulus I Cor. 
12, 10; 14, 29 prophetas diiudicari 
velit et Ioannes I, 4,1 admoneat, ne 
quis omni spiritui credat, sed spiritus 


exstantes provocat, sed sententiam, | probet, an ex Deo sint, quoniam multi 


3}: 


οι 
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οὐδὲ διαχρινεῖτε " πᾶσα γὰρ ἁμαρτία ἀφεϑήσεται, αὕτη δὲ ἣ ἁμαρτία 
οὐκ ἀφεϑήσεται. 8. Οὐ πᾶς δὲ ὃ λαλῶν ἐν πνεύματι προφήτης 
ἐστίν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐὰν ἔχῃ τοὺς τρόπους κυρίου. ᾿Απὸ οὖν τῶν τρόπων 
γνωσϑήσεται ὃ ψευδοπροφήτης καὶ ὃ προφήτης. 9. Καὶ πᾶς προ- 
φήτης ὁρίζων τράπεζαν ἐν πνεύματι, οὐ φάγεται ἀπ᾽ αὐτῆς, εἰ δὲ 
unye ψευδοπροφήτης ἐστί. 10. Πᾶς δὲ προφήτης διδάσκων τὴν 
ἀλήϑειαν, εἰ ἃ διδάσχει οὐ ποιεῖ, ψευδοπροφήτης ἐστί. 11. Πᾶς 
δὲ προφήτης δεδοκιμασμένος, ἀληϑινός, ποιῶν εἰς μυστήριον χοσμι- 


pseudoprophetae exierunt in mun- 
dum. Similiter ac Doctrina Pseudo- 
clemens Hom. I, 19 scribit, cum ali- 
quis prophetam per omnem prophe- 
ticam inquisitionem comprobaverit 
eumque verum esse cognoverit, de 
cetero ipsi omnia credenda nec am- 
plius singulatim eius dicta discutien- 
da, sed ea firma certaque praesu- 
menda esse. Propheta autem, quem 
Pseudoclemens ]. c. respicit, non unus 
ex multis est, sed propheta verus, 
quem ad voluntatem Dei occultam 
illustrandam praedicandamque in 
Adam, Mose et Christo apparuisse 
putat. — πᾶσα ἁμαρτία xtd.| Matth. 
12, 81, ubi peccatum, quod non re- 
mittitur, spiritus blasphemia (ἡ τοῦ 
πνεύματος βλασφημία) appellatur. Ab 
Trenaeo Adv. haer. HI, 11, 9 et ab 
Epiphanio Η, 51 ο. 35 hoe dictum re- 
fertur ad Alogos, qui evangelium si- 
mul et propheticum repulisse spiri- 
tum ab illo potius dici potuerunt, 
quam Montanistae, quos 1. c. enm 
respexisse nonnulli censuerunt. 

8. ἀλλ᾽ ἐὰν χτλ.] Cf. Matth. 7, 21 
—23. — ἀπὸ οὖν τῶν τρόπων κτλ.] 
Similiter Matth. 7, 16. 20 Dominus 
dicit: ἀπὸ τῶν χαρπῶν αὐτῶν ἐπιγνώ- 


σεσϑε αὐτούς, sc. falsos prophetas. | 
Hermas Mand. XI, 7 scribit: ὥς co 
μέλλω λέγειν, οὕτω δοχιμάσεις τὸν. 
προφήτην χαὶ τὸν ψευδοπροφήτην". 


ἀπὸ τῆς ζωῆς δοχίμαζε τὸν ἄνϑρωπον 
τὸν ἔχοντα τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ϑεῖον, et 
postquam mores utriusque prophetae 
descripsit, dicit v. 16: ἔχεις ἀμφοτέ- 
ρων τῶν προφητῶν τὴν ζωήν᾽ doxi- 
uate οὖν ἀπὸ τῶν ἔργων καὶ τῆς ζωῆς 
τὸν ἄνθρωπον τὸν λέγοντα ξαυτὸν 
πνευματοφόρον εἶναι. Similiter de 
discernendis prophetis Melito in libro 
περὶ πολιτείας καὶ προφητῶν iudicasse 
putandus est. Cf. Eus. H. E. V, 18, 
ubi Apollonius eundem canonem ad 
probandos prophetas Montanistarum 
statuit. 

9. 5. ὁρίζων em: 6 ῥίζων cod, ὁ 
ῥέζων Gordon. — Sensus est: si pro- 
pheta in spiritu loquens iusserit men- 
sam parari, pauperes satiabuntur, 
ipse autem nihil sumet, ne videatur 
sua curare; sin autem, pseudopro- 
pheta habebitur. Hermas Mand. ΧΙ, 
12 praeter alia de falso propheta 
dicit, in multis deliciis eum versari 
et in aliis multis voluptatibus et 
mercedes accipere prophetiae suae. 

10. διδάσχει . . ποιεῖ] Verus pro- 
pheta id, quod docet, etiam facit. 
Similiter Matth. 23, 3 Dominus vult, 
ut homines faciant, quod docentur, 
et Pharisaeos vituperat, quod dicunt 
quidem, neque vero faciunt. Cf. Matth. 
D, 19.) Ion. Ephs,15;, 1a: 

11. Hic versus difficillimus est ad 
interpretandum. Quaeritur ante om- 
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discernite; omne enim peccatum remuttetur, hoc autem peccatum 


non remittetur. 


8. Non omnis, qui loquitur in spiritu, propheta 


est, sed si habet mores Domini; ex moribus igitur cognoscetur 


pseudopropheta et propheta. 


9. Et nullus propheta decernens 


mensam in spiritu edet ab ea, nisi pseudopropheta est. 10. Omnis» 
autem propheta docens veritatem, si quae docet non facit, pseudo- 


propheta est. 


nia, an textus genuinus sit. Non- 
nulli locum emendare studuerunt. 
Zahn praepositionem εἰς ante ἐχχλη- 
σίας posuit, ita ut sensus sit: faciens 
mysterium saeculare vel terrenum in 
ecclesiis. Hilgenfeld (Zeitschrift fiir 
wiss. Theol. 1885 p. 93; in editione 
Doctrinae pro ποιῶν insuper μυῶν 
posuit) pro χοσμιχόν legens χοσμικῶν 
interpretatur : omnis propheta verax 
probatus, qui per mysterium facit 
ecclesias cosmicorum vel gentilium, 
neque vero eos disciplinam paracleti 
severam docet. Petersen pro χοσμι- 
χόν conicit χόσμιον et mysterium cas- 
tum prophetarum christianorum op- 
ponit mysteriis immundis gentilium. 
Plerique textum codicis non muta- 
verunt, verba ποιῶν — éxxAnoiacg au- 
tem alii aliter explicuerunt. Bryen- 
nius, locum obscurum esse affirmans, 
hanc interpretationem velut proba- 
biliorem exhibet: omnis propheta ve- 
rax, congregans populum, ut ei osten- 
dat opus symbolicum, quod ipse ope- 
ratur ad consolationem et exhorta- 
tionem fidelium, nec vero populum 
facere docet, quidquid ipse facit, non 
iudicabitur; eodem enim modo ege- 
runt etiam veteres prophetae, exem- 
pli causa Iesaias, cui Dominus locu- 
tus est dicens (20, 2—4): Vade et 
solve saccum de lumbis tuis, et cal- 
ceamenta tua tolle de pedibus tuis, 


et fac (fecit Vulg.) sic, vadens nudus | 


11. Omnis vero propheta probatus verus, qui 


et discalceatus; et dixit Dominus: 
Sicut ambulavit servus meus l[esaias 
nudus et discalceatus tres annos, 
tres anni erunt signa et portenta 
Aegyptiis et Aethiopibus, quoniam 
sic ducet rex Assyriorum captivita- 
tem Aegypti et Aethiopiae, iuvenes 
et senes, nudos et discalceatos etc. 
Contulit praeterea Ierem. 19; Ezech. 
4; 5; 12; 24; 37; Ill Reg. 11; 29sq.; 
Act. 21, 10-—11. Harnack respiciens 
Eph. 5,32, ubi Paulus de matrimo- 
nio dicit: τὸ μυστήριον τοῦτο μέγα 
ἐστίν" ἐγὼ λέγω εἰς Χριστὸν καὶ εἰς 
τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, atque reputans, eccle- 
siam a veteribus non solum sponsam, 
sed etiam carnem et sanctam car- 
nem Christi appellari et inde colligi, 
membro ecclesiae velut membro car- 
nis Christi matrimonium devitandum 
esse (9), quoniam cum Christo con- 
iunctum sit (cf. II Clem. 14, 1—4. 
Ign. Polye. 5, 2. Tert. De monog. 
c. 11), interpretatur: agens respectu 
mysterii terreni ecclesiae, scilicet 
matrimonio abstinens. Interpreta- 
tioni vero obstat, quod auctor facinus 
prophetae defendit vel excusat, cum 
virginitas apud Christianos veteres 
nec defendenda nec excusanda esset. 
Hitchcock et Brown, respicientes Luc. 
22, 19 et I Cor. 11, 24—25, ubi lo- 
cutio ποιεῖν εἰς invenitur (τοῦτο ποι- 
εἴτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν), inter- 
pretantur: agens respectu mysterii 


1 


on 


Θ 
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nov ἐχχλησίας, μὴ διδάσκων δὲ ποιεῖν, ὅσα αὐτὸς ποιεῖ, οὐ χριϑή- 
σεται ἐφ᾽ ὑμῶν: μετὰ ϑεοῦ γὰρ ἔχει τὴν χρίσιν- ὡσαύτως γὰρ 
ἐποίησαν καὶ οἱ ἀρχαῖοι προφῆται. 12. Ὃς δ᾽ ἂν εἴπῃ ἐν πνεύ- 
watt’ Δός μοι ἀργύρια ἣ ἕτερά τινα. οὖχ ἀχούσεσϑε αὐτοῦ" ἐὰν 
δὲ περὶ ἄλλων ὑστερούντων εἴπῃ δοῦναι, μηδεὶς αὐτὸν χρινέτω. 

XII. Πᾶς δὲ 6 ἐρχόμενος ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου δεχϑήτω " ἔπειτα 
δὲ δοχιμάσαντες αὐτὸν γνώσεσϑε, σύνεσιν γὰρ ἕξετε δεξιὰν καὶ 
ἀριστεράν. 2. Ki μὲν παρόδιός ἐστιν ὁ ἐρχόμενος, βοηϑεῖτε αὐτῷ, 
ὅσον δύνασϑε οὐ μενεῖ δὲ πρὸς ὑμᾶς εἰ μὴ δύο 7 τρεῖς ἡμέρας, 
ἐὰν ἢ ἀνάγκη. 8. Ht δὲ ϑέλει πρὸς ὑμᾶς χαϑίσαι, τεχνίτης wy, 
ἐργαζέσϑω καὶ φαγέτω. 4. Et δὲ οὐχ ἔχει τέχνην, χατὰ τὴν 


ecclesiae in terra, i. e. agens ἴῃ] στήριον appellatum sit (Eph. 5, 32°), 
usum vel commodum ecclesiae, quae! vel etiam de lege ceremoniali obser- 


est mysterium. Krawutzcky, Theol. | 
Quartalschrift 1884 p. 581, locum de | 
matrimonio, semel inito vel iterato, | 
interpretatur, cum matrimonium una | 
ex parte mundanum vel terrenum, 
altera ex parte mysterium ecclesiae 
sit. Cui interpretationi favet, quod 
verba Domini Matth. 19, 12 et Pauli 
apostoli 1 Cor. 7, 25—38 de virgini- 
tate, si ad ordinem aliquem ecclesi- 
asticum, facillime a nonnullis ad pro- | 
phetas referri eisque matrimonium 
crimini dari poterat, cum altera ex 
parte matrimonium eis nusquam in- 
terdictum esset. Hicks (cf. Schaft 
Ῥ. 203) explicat : congregans ecclesias, 
ut revelet, quae in mundo futura 
sunt, instar Agapi prophetae per 
spiritum famem magnam futuram 
in universo orbe terrarum signifi- 
cantis (Act. 11, 28), vel ut poenas 
denuntiet inimicis ecclesiae, quae pro- 
phetiae magistratus facile contra 
Christianos provocare poterant. 
Schaff respiciens 11, 9 et capita IX, 
X et XIV, mundanum ecclesiae my- 
sterium de sacramento eucharistiae, 
quod in ecclesia graeca graviter uv- 


vanda sive iugo toto portando (6, 2) 
intellegendum esse putat, concedit 
vero, interpretationes, quas Bryen- 
nius et Hicks proposuerunt, magis 


'consentaneas esse. Equidem coniec- 


turis aliam addere nolo, revoco au- 


| tem lectorem ad Ascensionem lesaiae 


c. 6 ed, Dillmann p. 27, ubi auctor 
de visione dicit, quae non fuit ex 
hoc mundo, et animadverto, praeter 
duas illas interpretationes, quarum 
altera loco modo laudato sustinetur, 
eam quoque consideratione dignam 
esse, quam fecit Krawutzcky. 
ἀρχαῖοι προφῆται] Hilgenfeld et Har- 
nack censent, auctorem hic genera- 
tionem prophetarum christianorum 
in mente habuisse, scilicet Agabum, 
Iudam, Silam, Philippi filias, Am- 
miam Philadelphensem, Quadratum, 
quos scriptor ignotus circa annum 
192 apud Eusebium H. E. V, 17 re- 
censet, et si Doctrina circa vel post 
saeculum II medium exorta est, de 
his cogitari potest. Sin autem scrip- 
tura ad finem saeculi I referenda 
est, verba potius de prophetis Veteris 
Testamenti interpretanda sunt. 
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facit congregationes in mysterium mundanum, nec vero docet 
omnia facienda esse, quae ipse facit, non iudicabitur apud vos; 
cum Deo enim habet iudicium; eodem enim modo egerant et 
veteres prophetae. 12. Qui autem dixerit in spiritu: Da mihi 
argentum et alia quaedam, ne eum audiatis; si vero dixerit, ut 
pro aliis indigentibus detur, nemo eum iudicet. 

XII. Omnis, qui vent im nomine Domi, suscipiatur ; 
postea autem probantes eum cognoscetis, intellectum enim ha- 
bebitis diiudicantem dexteram et sinistram. 2. Si quidem ve- 
niens transiens est, adiuvate eum quantum potestis; non manebit 
autem apud vos nisi duos vel tres dies, si necessarium est. 
3. Si vero apud vos considere vult et artifex est, laborato et 


edito. 


12. δός μοι χτλ.] Dominus enim 
Matth. 10,8 dixit: Gratis accepistis, 
gratis date. Cf. Act. 8, 18—20. Mich. 
3, 11. 

XII. Postquam auctor exposuit, 
quomodo apostoli et prophetae in 
ecclesiam vel ad fratres advenientes 


suscipiendi sint , docet, qua ratione | 


reliqui advenae christiani accipian- 
tur. 
1. 7. ἕξετε: ἕξεται cod — ὁ ἐρ- 


χόμενος χκτλ.] Matth. 21,9. Ps. 117, 


26. Cf. Ioann. 5, 48. — δεχϑήτω] 1. 
e. hospitaliter suscipiatur, et quidem, 
ut ex sequentibus patet, confestim 
et priusquam probatur. — ἔπειτα 
χτλ.] Sensus non est dubius. Quae- 
ritur autem, num verba δεξιὰν xal 
ἀριστεράν construenda sint cum yrw- 
σεσϑε, ita ut verba σύνεσιν γὰρ ἕξετε 
in parenthesi ponenda sint, an cum 
σύνεσιν, ita ut locus vertendus sit: 
intellectum enim habebitis diiudican- 
tem dexteram et sinistram. Illa con- 
structio quidem minus dura est et a 
Bryennio epistula ad Harnack data 
probatur, postquam in editione sua 
interpretatus est: δοχιμάσατε αὐτοὺς 


4. Sin non exercet artem, pro prudentia vestra curate, 


| διὰ τῶν τρόπων τῆς συνέσεως τῶν 
᾿ δεξιῶν χαὶ ἀριστερῶν, χατὰ τὸ ἀπο- 
| στολικόν᾽" διὰ THY ὕπλων τῆς διχαιοσύ- 
'γὴς τῶν δεξιῶν χαὶ ἀριστερῶν (II Cor. 
6,7). Attamen haec praeferenda esse 
videtur. Constitutiones apost. VII, 
28 post ἔχετε inserunt: χαὶ δύνασϑε 
γνῶναι sc. δεξιὰν χτλ. — δεξιὰν κτλ. 
Cilons 4.) 11s ὙΠῸ Conti 7: 

2. Teste Iustino Apol. I, 67 dona 
in ecclesia collecta etiam ad subve- 
niendum advenientibus peregre hos- 
pitibus (παρεπιδήμοις οὖσι ξένοις) ad- 
hibebantur. Ignatius Romanis 9, 3 
scribit, ecclesias eum suscepisse οὐχ 
ὡς παροδεύοντα. Clemens Romanus 
I Cor. 1,2 hospitalitatem praedicat, 
quam Corinthii eis praebuerunt, qui 
apud ipsos deversabantur. 

3. 10. χαϑίσαι em: χαϑῆσαι cod 
— ἐργαζέσϑω κτλ] Cf. I Thess. 
8, 10: εἰ τις οὐ ϑέλει ἐργάζεσϑαι, 
μηδὲ ἐσϑιέτω. Constit. apost IV, 2 
episcopus admonetur, ut artifici opus, 
invalido misericordiam (τεχνίτῃ ἔργον, 
ἀδρανεῖ ἔλεος) praebeat curamque 
habeat, ut orphanus artem discat et 
vitae quaestum inde percipiat. 


| 
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σύνεσιν ὑμῶν προνοήσατε, πῶς μὴ ἀργὸς ped” ὑμῶν Choeta: Χρι- 
στιανός. 5. Εἰ δ᾽ οὐ ϑέλει οὕτω ποιεῖν, χριστέμπορός dott’ προσ- 
EXETE ἀπὸ τῶν τοιούτων. 

XI. Πᾶς δὲ προφήτης ἀληϑινός, ϑέλων χαϑίσαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς, 
ἀξιὸς ἐστι τῆς τροφῆς αὐτοῦ. 2. “ὡσαύτως διδάσχαλος ἀληϑινός 
ἐστιν ἄξιος καὶ αὐτὸς ὥσπερ ὁ ἐργάτης τῆς τροφῆς αὐτοῦ" 
8. Πᾶσαν οὖν ἀπαρχὴν γεννημάτων ληνοῦ καὶ ἅλωνος, βοῶν te καὶ 
προβάτων λαβὼν δώσεις τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῖς προφήταις" αὐτοὶ γάρ 
εἰσιν of ἀρχιερεῖς ὑμῶν. 4. ᾿Ἐὰν δὲ μὴ ἔχητε προφήτην, δότε τοῖς 


πτωχοῖς. 


5. "Hav σιτίαν ποιῇς, τὴν ἀπαρχὴν λαβὼν δὸς κατὰ τὴν 


4. μὴ ἀργός] Animadverte, quan- | communi sermone utebantur. Ambo 
topere Doctrina otium condemnet 15,2 honorati Christianorum appel- 


atque officium laboris inculcet. — 
Χριστιανός] Haec vox hoc tantum 
Doctrinae loco exstat. 

5. χριστέμπορος] Vox etiam a 
Pseudoignatio Trall. 6, 2 et Magn. 
9,5, ab Athanasio, Basilio et Ioanne 
Chrysostomo adhibetur. De lucroe 
pietate quaerendo etiam I Tim. 6,5 
et IT Clem. 20, 4 et Clem. I Virg. 


13, 5 sermo fit. -- Οπροσέχετε ἀπό] 
ΘΟΕ Ὁ; 35 Matthe Talore 10. 1 GE 
6. 11. — τῶν τοιούτων] Cf. Barn. 


10, 4. 

XIIl. Supra 11, 7—12 de prophe- 
ta diiudicando auctor egit. Nunc 
prophetam verum ecclesiae susten- 
tandum esse exponit. 

1. 4. χαϑίσαι em: χαϑῆσαι cod — 
ἄξιος κτλ.] Matth. 10, 10. Cf. Lue. 
LOW HUE Cor oy ae abd) Tims 5) 
17a 18! 

2. διδάσχαλος)] Similiter duobus 
aliis locis, quibus vox legitur, scili- 
cet 15, 1. 2, doctores una cum pro- 
phetis commemorantur. Unde simile 
eos munus ac similem locum in eccle- 
siis habuisse apparet. Utrisque Chri- 
stiani erudiendi et aedificandi erant. 
Cum autem prophetae in spiritu di- 
cerent (11, 7), doctores simplici ac 


lantur. Doctores autem cum semper 
post prophetas nominentur, ordinem 
paullo inferiorem his obtinuisse cen- 
sendi sunt. Instar prophetarum de- 
nique doctores non in omnibus eccle- 
5115. fuisse videntur. Ubi autem fue- 
runt, episcopis et diaconis, ut ex 15, 
1—2 liquet, honore saltem praesta- 
bant. In 5. Scriptura doctores com- 
memorantur una cum apostolis ac 
prophetis I Cor. 12, 28. 29 et Eph. 
4,11 (ubi inter prophetas et docto- 
res evangelistae ac pastores positi 
sunt); cum prophetis tantum Act. 
13,1. Paulus I Tim. 2,7 et II Tim. 
1, 11 doctorem gentium se nominat. 
Hebr. 18, 7 (cf. 17) idem lectores ad- 
hortatur, μνημονεύειν τῶν ἡγουμένων, 
οἵτινες ἐλάλησαν τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ. 
Gal. 6, ὁ χατηχῶν τὸν λόγον com- 
memoratur. lacobus 9, 1 monet: μὴ 
πολλοὶ διδάσκαλοι γίνεσϑε, εἰδότες, 
ὅτι μεῖζον χρίμα ληψόμεϑα. Post sa- 
cros quoque scriptores doctorum saepe 
mentio fit. Cf. Barn. 1,8; 4,9. Herm. 
Vis. III, 5, 1; Mand. IV, 3,1; Sim. 
IX, 15,4; 16,5; 19, 2; 25,2. Polyc. 
Mart. 16, 2 (διδάσχαλος ἀποστολικὸς 


| xai προφητιχός). Pseudoclem. Hom. 


XI, 35 (ἀπόστολον ἢ διδάσχαλον ἢ 
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ne piger vobiscum vivat Christianus. 5. Si non vult ita facere, 
a Christo lucrum quaerit; attendite a talibus. 

XIII. Omnis verus propheta, volens considere apud vos, 
dignus est cibo suo, 2. Similiter doctor verus et ipse dignus 
est sicut operarius cibo suo. 3. Omnes ergo primitias prove- 
mentes e torculari, area et bobus atque ovibus sumes, ac dabis 
primitias prophetis; ipsi enim sunt summi sacerdotes vestri. 
4, Sin autem non habetis prophetam, date pauperibus. 5. Si 
panem facis, sume primitias et da secundum praeceptum. 


προφήτην φεύγειν xta-); I Virg. 11,| auctor V. T. respicit. Christiani in- 
4—10. Clem. Alex. Strom. I, 1, 11 bentur primitias dare prophetis, quia 
p. 322; VII, 16, 103 p. 896. Orig.| hi apud eos locum sacerdotum ob- 
Hom. XIII, 4 in Gen. (doctor eccie- | tinent, se. eandem locum, quem apud 
siae); Hom. II, 1 in Num. (excelsum | ludaeos primitias solventes sacerdo- 
sacerdotii gradum vel cathedram doc- | tes obtinebant. Similiter auctor Di- 
toris insidere). Dionys. Alex. apud | dascaliae vel Constitutionum aposto- 
Eus. Η. E. VII, 24 (συνεχάλεσα τοὺς | lorum II, 25 (Bunsen, Analecta Ante- 
πρεσβυτέρους καὶ διδασχάλους τῶν ἐν nicaena 11, 92. 260), postquam de 
tai. χώμαις ἀδελφῶν). Tert. De prae- | primitiis et decimis et exceptitiis 
script. ὁ. 3.14; Adv. Prax.c.1. Cypr.| egit dixitque, eas nunc oblationes 
Epp. 29; 73, 8. Doctorum celeberrimi | esse, quae per episcopos Domino Deo 
fuerunt Clemens et Origenes Alexan- | offerrentur, pergit: οὗτοι (ἐπίσχοποι) 
drini, qui et catechumenis instituen- | γάρ εἰσιν ὑμῶν ot ἀρχιερεῖς, οἱ δὲ ἱε- 
dis praefecti erant. Post hos docto- | ρεῖς ὑμῶν οἱ πρεσβύτεροι xti. Non 
res tanquam ordo in ecclesia specialis | de primitiis quidem, sed de ordine 
paullatim evanuerunt, et munus do-| ecclesiastico agens etiam Clemens 
cendi magis magisve per praepositos| Rom. I Cor. 40, 5; 41, 2 V. T. re- 
ecclesiae ipsos exercebatur. spexit et praepositos Christianorum 
3. 8. τὴν ἀπαρχήν cod: om Br. —| cum sacerdotibus et levitis Iudaeo- 
De lege V. T., qua Iudaei primitias | ram comparavit. 
sacerdotibus dare iubentur, cf. Exod.| 4. Prophetae ergo non in omnibus 
22, 29; 28, 19; 34, 26. Num. 18, 12. | ecclesiis erant. 
Deut. 18, 3. 4; 26, 2. Ezech. 44, 30. 5. σιτίαν] Cf. Num. 15, 20. 21. — 
Nehem. 10, 35—37. Hance legem | χατὰ τὴν ἐντολὴν] Vox primo de man- 
Doctrina Christianis quoque imponit, | dato Mosis intellegenda est. Deinde 
tacet autem de decimis, quae Iudaeis | etiam ad praeceptum Domini Matth. 
praeter primitias solvendae erant.| 10, 10 referri potest. Cf. Constit. 
Similiter Irenaeus Adv. haer. IV, 17, | apost. II, 25 init: τὰ διδόμενα κατ᾽ 
5 —18, 4 Christianis primitias offeren- ἐντολὴν ϑεοῦ τῶν δεχατῶν xai τῶν 
das esse Deo ex ipsius creaturis do- ἀπαρχῶν ὡς ϑεοῦ ἄνϑρωπος ἀναλισ- 
cet — αὐτοὶ γὰρ xti.] His verbis | χέτω XT. 
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ἐντολήν. 6. ‘Qoabtws χεράμιον οἴνου ἣ ἐλαίου ἀνοίξας, τὴν ἀπαρχὴν 
λαβὼν δὸς τοῖς προφήταις 7. ἀργυρίου δὲ καὶ ἱματισμοῦ καὶ παντὸς 
χτήματος λαβὼν τὴν ἀπαρχὴν ὡς ἄν σοι δόξῃ, δὸς κατὰ τὴν ἐν- 
τολήν. 

XIV. Κατὰ χυριαχὴν δὲ χυρίου συναχϑέντες χλάσατε ἄρτον 
nal εὐχαριστήσατε, προεξομολογησάμενοι τὰ παραπτώματα ὑμῶν, 
ὅπως xadapa ἣ ϑυσία ὑμῶν ἧ. 2. Πᾶς δὲ ἔχων τὴν ἀμφιβολίαν 
μετὰ τοῦ ἑταίρου αὐτοῦ μὴ συνελϑέτω ὑμῖν, ἕως οὗ διαλλαγῶσιν, 


ἵγα μὴ χοινωϑῇ ἣ ϑυσία ὑμῶν: 8. αὕτη γάρ ἐστιν ἣ ῥηθϑεῖσα ὑπὸ 


χυρίου: Ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ χαὶ χρόνῳ προσφέρειν μοι ϑυσίοαν κα- 
ϑαραν" ὅτι βασιλεὺς μέγας εἰμί, λέγει κύριος, καὶ τὸ ὄνομά μου 


ϑαυμαστὸν ἕν τοῖς ἔϑνεσι. 


XV. Χειροτονήσατε οὖν ἑαυτοῖς ἐπισχόπους xal διακόνους 


6. Cf. Nehem. 10, 37. 

7. ὡς ἄν σοι δόξῃ] Haec verba 
fortasse adduntur, quia in hoc versu 
primitiae postulantur rerum, quarum 
in S. Scriptura non fit mentio. 

XIV—XV. Postquam auctor in 
capitibus XI—XIII de apostolis vel 
praedicatoribus evangelii, de pro- 
phetis fratribusque aliis peregre in 
ecclesiam aliquam advenientibus egit 
atque exposuit, quomodo Christiani 
cum illis se habeant, nune ecclesiam 
ipsam respicit, primo de liturgia vel 
sacra congregatione, deinde de eli- 
gendis episcopis et diaconis, de fra- 
terna correptione aliisque officiis 
pauca dicens. 


XIV, 1. 6. προεξομολογησάμενοι 
6 : προσεξομ. cod | 7. ὑμῶν em: 
ἡμῶν cod — χατὰ χυριακχὴν xvolov] 


Testimonia antiquissima diei domi- 
nicae haec sunt: I Cor. 16, 2; Act. 
20,7; Apoc. 1,10; Barn. 15,9. Ign. 
Magn. 9, 1. Plin. ad Traian. inter 
Traian. epp. X, 97 (stato die). Chri- 
stianos die dominica ad liturgiam 
celebrandam congregari praeter Doc- 
trinam Plinius 1. c. et Iustinus Apol. 


I, 67 primi testantur. — Οχλάσατε 
ἄρτον] Cf. Act. 2,46; 20,7. 11. 1 Cor. 
10, 16. — προεξομολογησάμενοι] Chri- 
stiani ergo in sacra congregatione 
peccata confiteri debebant. Parum 
refert, num προεξομολογησάμενοι Je- 
gendum sit an προσεξομολογησάμενοι 
(= postquam etiam peccata vestra 
confessi estis). Confessionem pecca- 
torum fractioni et sumtioni panis 
antecessisse consentaneum est atque 
verba sequentia (ὅπως χαϑαρὰ κτλ.) 
indicant. De liturgia die dominica 
celebranda agens auctor praeter ex- 
omologesin communionem velut par- 
tem principalem distincte nominat. 
Liturgia autem haud dubie non so- 
lum fractionem panis, sed etiam alia 
continebat, quae commemorare auc- 
tori supervacaneum esse videbatur. 
Iustinas Apol. I, 65. 67 de precibus, 
lectionibus Scripturae et exhortatione 
episcopi loquitur. — χαϑαρὰ ἡ ϑυσία] 
Cf. Malach. 1,11. Rom. 12,1. I Petr. 
2.) 59 Phil. 2) 175. Hebrl ay ΠΕΡ. 

2. 7. τήν cod: coniecerunt τινά 
nonnulli. — πᾶς xtd.| Auctor verba 
Domini Matth. 5, 28. 24 de munere 
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6. Similiter si urceum vini vel olei aperis, sume primitias et da 


prophetis. 


7. Argenti et vestimenti omnisque possessionis sume 


primitias, sicut tibi placet, et da secundum praeceptum. 
XIV. Die dominica autem convenientes frangite panem et 
gratias agite, postquam delicta vestra confessi estis, ut sit mun- 


dum sacrificlum vestrum. 


Omnis vero, cui est controversia cum 


amico suo, ne conveniat vobiscum, donec reconciliati sunt, ne 


inquinetur sacrificium vestrum. 


3. Hoc enim est dictum a Do- 


mino: In omni loco et tempore offeratur mihi sacrificcum mun- 
dum, quoniam rex magnus sum, dictt Dominus, et nomen mewm 


mirabile m gentibus. 


XV. Constituite igitur vobis episcopos et diaconos dignos 


offerendo ac fratre reconciliando li- 
berius reddit. — μὴ xowwdy xt] 
Cf. Matth. 15, 11—20. Mare. 7, 15 
—23. Hebr. 9, 18. Hune versum al- 
legat Pseudocyprianus De aleat.c. 4, 
de quo cf. Prolegomena. 

3. ὑπὸ χυρίου] Animadverte, quod 
Domino, i. e. secundum locutionem 


Doctrinae (cf. inser. 6, 2; 8,2; 9,5; | 


10,5; 12,1 ete.) Iesu Christo dictum 
Veteris Testamenti attribuitur. Auc- 
tor igitur Ebionita aegre est haben- 
dus. — ἐν παντὶ xtd.] Malach. 1, 11. 
14. Verba 8. Seripturae sunt: ἂν 
παντὶ τόπῳ ϑυμίαμα προσάγεται TH 
ὀνόματί μου καὶ ϑυσία χαϑαρά, 
διότι βασιλεὺς μέγας ἐγώ εἰμι, λέγει 
χύριος παντοχράτωρ, xal τὸ ὄνομα 
μου ἐπιφανὲς ἐν τοῖς ἔϑνεσι. Locus 
velut sacrificium eucharisticum prae- 
dicens saepe a patribus allegatur. 
Cf. Iust. Dial. c. 28. 41. 116. 117. 
Iren. Adv. haer. IV, 17, 5. 6. Clem. 
Al. Strom. V, 14, 137 p. 731. Tert. 
Adv. Iud. c. 5; Adv. Mare. III, 22. 
Locus etiam in secundo fragmento 
a Chr. Pfaff sub nomine Irenaei in- 
vento legitur, de quo vide Prolego- 
mena. 


XV. Episcopi et diaconi eligendi 
sunt ecclesiarum singularum prae- 
positi ac ministri. Quibus, ut vox 
οὖν capite ineunte indicat, praeser- 
tim cura liturgiae administrandae 
incumbit. Cum enim particula illa 
hoc caput arctissime cum praecedente 
coniunctum sit, sequitur, ministris, 
de quorum electione hic sermo est, 
praecipue munus capite illo comme- 
moratum administrandum esse, sci- 
licet liturgiam eucharisticam. Doc- 
trina igitur episcopis et diaconis 
idem munus attribuit, quod Clemens 
Romanus, qui I Cor. ο. 42—44 eorum 
munus cum munere sacerdotum Ve- 
teris Testamenti comparat atque 44, 
4 eos dona offerre (προσενεγχόντας 
τὰ δῶρα) distincte dicit. Quae cum 
ita sint, Harnack (adnot. ad ἢ. 1. 
et Prolegomena p. 140 sqq.) haud 
dubie erravit, dicens, teste Doctrina 
episcopis ac diaconis primo res eccle- 
siarum temporales vel pecuniarias 
administrandas, secundo verbum di- 
vinum praedicandum, episcopos et 
diaconos ergo ecclesia christiana ex- 
ordiente nonnisi oeconomos et mi- 
nistros verbi fuisse. Munus enim 
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ἀξίους τοῦ χυρίου, ἄνδρας πραεῖς καὶ ἀφιλαργύρους xal ἀληϑεῖς 
nal δεδοκιμασμένους - ὑμῖν γὰρ λειτουργοῦσι χαὶ αὐτοὶ τὴν λειτουρ- 


γίαν τῶν προφητῶν χαὶ διδασκάλων. 


2. Μὴ οὖν ὑπερίδητε αὐτούς " 


αὐτοὶ γὰρ εἶσιν of τετιμημένοι ὑμῶν μετὰ τῶν προφητῶν χαὶ δι- 


οι la 
δασχάλων. 


9. ᾿᾿Πλέγχετε δὲ ἀλλήλους μὴ ἐν ὀργῇ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν εἰρήνῃ; ὡς 
ἔχετε ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ xal παντὶ ἀστοχοῦντι χατὰ τοῦ ἑτέρου 
μηδεὶς λαλείτω μηδὲ παρ᾽ ὑμῶν ἀχουέσϑω, ἕως οὗ μετανοήσῃ. 4. Τὰς 


praecipuum, quod eis incumbebat, 
praetermittens de aliis muneribus 
recte sentire non potuit. 

1. χειροτονήσατε! Cf. Act. 14, 28. 
i Cor: 28; 19) lon. Ἐπ 56. 70), 1; 
Smyrn. 11, 2; Polye. 7, 2. Vox hic 
designat electionem. Tempore poste- 
riore denotat etiam consecrationem 
electi vel ordinis initiationem. Cf. 
Constit. apost. VI, 17; VIII, 27. 28. 
46. — ἑαυτοῖς] i. e. singulis ecclesiis 
vel parochiis. — ἐπίσχοποι xal διά- 
zovo.] eodem modo quo hic simul 
commemorantur Phil. 1, | et I Clem. 
42, 4. 5. I Tim. 3, 2-13 Paulus vir- 
tutes exponit, quibus episcopos ac 
diaconos praeditos esse oportet. Act. 
20, 17—28 et Tit. 1, ὃ -- 7 voces πρεσ- 
βύτεροι et ἐπίσχοποι promiscue ad- 
hibentur. — ἀξίους tod κυρίου] 1. e. 
Deo dignos eo, quod praecepta Dei 
diligenter servant. Ignatius Eph. 
2,1; 4, 1; Rom. 10, 2 habet ἄξιος 
τοῦ Geod et nonnunquam ἀξιόϑεος. 
— πραεῖς χαὶ ἀφιλαργύρους)] Paulus 
scribit I Tim. 3, 3: δεῖ τὸν ἐπίσχο- 
πον εἶναι μὴ πλήχτην, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπιεικῆ, 
ἄμαχον, ἀφιλάργυρον, 8, 8: διακόνους 
μὴ αἰσχροκερδεῖς. Cf. Tit. 1,7. Po- 
lyc. 5, 2. Respiciens 11, 11; 18, 1. 
2, ubi auctor voces sequentes (ἀλη- 
ϑεῖς χαὶ δεδοχιμασμένους) etiam de 
prophetis ac doctoribus usurpat eos- 
que veraces et probatos esse vult, 


Harnack has voces conditionem mu- 
neris propriam denotare putat, quo 
ut fungerentur episcopi ac diaconi 
eligebantur, scilicet ut res ecclesia- 
rum temporales administrarent. Sed 
iam vidimus, munus episcoporum 
principale aliud fuisse. Teste Iustino 
Apol. I, 67 apud episcopum sane 
collecta deponebatur, qua ipse inopi- 
bus omnibus subveniret. Ut autem 
collecta non pars principalis erat 
conventus ecclesiastici, ita neque ad- 
ministratio pecuniarum munus erat 
praecipuum episcopi. Non ergo col- 
ligere licet, episcopos et diaconos, 
quia auctor ut sint mites neque ar- 
genti cupidi postulat, primo loco 
oeconomos fuisse, sed potius dicen- 
dum est, auctorem eos tales esse velle, 
quia praeter liturgiam eis etiam res 
pecuniariae administrandae erant. — 
δεδοχιμασμένους] Cf. I Tim. 8, 10. 
I Clem. 42, 4; 44, 2. Non ergo eli- 
gendi sunt, qui virtutem sectari mo- 
do incipiebant vel neophyti (I Tim. 
3, 6), sed viri spectati. — ὑμῖν γὰρ 
λειτουργοῦσι κτλ] Auctor rationem 
profert, ob quam viri spectati mini- 
stri ecclesiarum eligendi sunt, atque 
episcopos et diaconos cum prophetis 

et doctoribus comparans aliud mu- — 
nus illis incumbens commemorat, 
munus docendi atque aedificandi 
ecclesiam, quod per hos praecipue 
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Domino, viros mansuetos et argenti non cupidos et veraces et 
probatos; vobis enim ministrant et ipsi ministerium propheta- 
rum et doctorum. 2. Ne igitur contemnatis eos; ipsi enim sunt 
honorati inter vos una cum prophetis et doctoribus. 

3. Arguite autem vos invicem, non in ira, sed in aequani- 
mitate, sicut habetis in Evangelio; et si quis adversus alium 
deliquerit , nemo loquatur cum eo, neque apud vos audiatur, 


donec paenitentiam egerit. 


exercebatur. — λειτουργίαν) Cle- 
mens Romanus hance vocem cum ad 
munus presbyterorum vel episcopo- 
rum ac diaconorum denotandum 
. (I Cor. 44, 2. 8. 6), tum ad ministe- 
rium cuiusque fidelis designandum 
(ib. 41, 1), tum ad officia sacerdotum 
Veteris Testamenti appellanda (ib. 
40, 2. 5) vel sensu latiore (ib. 9, 4; 
20, 10) usurpat. Similiter vox in 
Novo Testamento diverso sensu ad- 
hibetur. Modo denotat universe ob- 
sequium vel adiutorium (11 Cor. 9, 
12. Philipp. 2, 25. 30), modo mini- 


sterium Dei vel Christi (Rom. 13, 6;! 
15, 16), modo officium sacerdotis | 


(Luc. 1, 23) ete. Quid hic denotet, 
voces sequentes indicant 

2. μὴ οὖν ὑπηρίδητε χτλ.] Respi- 
ciens c. 13 tibi persuaseris supplen- 
dum esse: in victu praebendo. Par- 
ticula autem versus altera illi inter- 
pretationi minus tavere  videtur. 
Christiani monentur, ne_ episco- 
pos et diaconos contemnant, quia 


tum temporis in pluribus saltem > 


ecclesiis viri erant, qui pluris aesti- 


mabantur, quippe qui essent charis- | 
matibus praediti ac doctrina et elo- 


quentia conspicui, prophetae ac doc- 
tores. Minime autem verisimile est, 
auctorem haec scripsisse timentem, 
ne episcopi tanquam oeconomi meri 
despicerentur. Quod ne fieret non 


4. Orationes vestras et eleemosynas 


erat timendum, quia eorum munus 
ante omnia ad cultum divinum ad- 
ministrandum spectabat, neque vero 
ad res temporales procurandas. — 
οἱ τετιμημένοι ὑμῶν] Verba non satis 
perspicua sunt, cum auctor non di- 
stincte dixerit, a quo episcopi ho- 
norentur. Suppleri potest: a vobis 
(Christianis) vel: a Deo. Sensus est 
ergo: viri honorandi a vobis vel in- 
ter vos, aut: viri a Deo honorati 
inter vos. Illa interpretatio prae- 
ferenda esse videtur. Verbum tetc- 
μημένοι hic locum vocis substantivae 
tenet. Cf. 1 Tim. 5,17, ubi apostolus 
scribit, presbyteros, qui bene prae- 
sunt, duplici honore dignos haberi, 
maxime qui laborant in verbo et 
doctrina, et I Clem. 44, 6, ubi λεὶ- 
τουργίας αὐτοῖς (πρεσβυτέροις) τετι- 
μημένης mentio fit. 

3. 8. ἀκουέσϑω em : ἀχουέτω cod 
— ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ] Auctor Matth. 
5, 22--26; 18, 15—35 et locos simi- 


| les respexisse videtur. Cf. Sirach 10, 


6. Π Tim. 4, 2. Polyc. 6,1. — ἀστο- 
χοῦντι] Cf.1Tim.1,6; 6,21; Il Tim. 
2, 18. Ut sensum loci recte intelle- 
gas neque auctorem severitatis nimiae 
accuses, verba praecedentia tibi non 
sunt neglegenda. Auctor ergo non 
vult, ut frater in fratrem delinquens 
confestim vitetur, sed potius primo 
arguatur. Itaque mandato Domini 


σι 
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δὲ εὐχὰς ὑμῶν καὶ τὰς ἐλεημοσύνας καὶ πάσας τὰς πράξεις οὕτω 
ποιήσατε, ὡς ἔχετε ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν. 

XVI. Tonyogsite ὑπὲρ τῆς ζωῆς ὑμῶν οἱ λύχνοι ὑμῶν μὴ 
σβεσϑήτωσαν, καὶ αἵ ὀσφύες ὑμῶν μὴ ἐκλυέσϑωσαν, ἀλλὰ γίνεσϑε 
ἕτοιμοι" οὐ γὰρ οἴδατε τὴν ὥραν, ἐν ἢ ὁ κύριος ἡμῶν ἔρχεται. 
2. Πυχνῶς δὲ συναχϑήσεσϑε ζητοῦντες τὰ ἀνήκοντα tats ψυχαῖς 
ὑμῶν: οὐ γὰρ ὠφελήσει ὑμᾶς ὃ πᾶς χρόνος τῆς πίστεως ὑμῶν, 
ἐὰν μὴ ἐν τῷ ἐσχάτῳ καιρῷ τελειωϑῆτε. 3. ᾽ν γὰρ ταῖς ἐσχά- 
ταις ἡμέραις πληϑυνϑήσονται of ψευδοπροφῆται καὶ οἱ φϑορεῖς, 
χαὶ στραφήσονται τὰ πρόβατα εἰς λύχους, καὶ ἣ ἀγάπη στραφήσεται 
εἰς μῖσος. 4. αὐξανούσης γὰρ τῆς ἀνομίας μισήσουσιν ἀλλήλους 
χαὶ διώξουσι καὶ παραδώσουσι, xal τότε φανήσεται ὃ κοσμοπλάνος 
ὡς υἱὸς ϑεοῦ καὶ ποιήσει σημεῖα καὶ τέρατα, καὶ ἣ γῆ παραδοϑή- 
σεται εἰς χεῖρας αὐτοῦ, xal ποιήσει ἀϑέμιτα, ἃ οὐδέποτε γέγονεν 
ἐξ αἰῶνος. 5. Τότε ἥξει ἣ χτίσις τῶν ἀνθρώπων εἰς τὴν πύρωσιν 
τῆς δοχιμασίας, καὶ σκανδαλισϑήσονται πολλοὶ καὶ ἀπολοῦνται, ob 
δὲ ὑπομείναντες ἐν τῇ πίστει αὐτῶν σωθήσονται ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ τοῦ 


Matth. 18, 15—17non contradicit, sed | γορεῖτε οὖν, St οὐκ οἴδατε τὴν ἣμέ- 
potius hunc locum respicere videtur. ραν οὐδὲ τὴν ὥραν. Cf. Apoe. 3, 3. — 
— ἀχουέσϑω] Lectio codicis vix per-| of λύχνοι χτλ.] Luc. 12, 35: ἔστωσαν 
ferenda est, cum ea servata pars| ὑμῶν αἱ ὀσφύες περιεζωσμέναι χαὶ οἱ 
posterior sententiae idem dicat quod | Abyvor χαιόμενοι. Matthaeus 25, 1 sqq. 
prior. voce λαμπάδες utitur. Auctor hic 
4. ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ] sc. Matth. 6,|non solum similiter ac supra 1, 2: 
ubi Dominus et de oratione et de| 4, 12. 13 locum ὃ. Scripturae nega- 
eleemosyna agit. Cf: Col. 3, 17. tive expressum reddidit, sed etiam 
XVI. Auctor scripturam concludit, | similiter ac 1,4 verba Evangeliorum 
lectores adhortans, ut parati sint,|Matthaei et Lucae inter se miscuit. 
quia finis prope ἃς Dominus brevi| Notandum est quoque, Tatianum ea- 
venturussit. Summa capitisex Evan-| dem Lucae verba post parabolam 
gelio secundum Matthaeum 24 hau- | decem virginum et servi pigri vel 
sta est. Matth. 25 posuisse. Cf. Zahn, Forsch- 
1. γρηγορεῖτε .. γίνεσϑε xtd.] Matth. | wngen 1, 200. — ὀσφύες] Cf. Eph. 
24, 42.44; 25,13. Omnia fere verba|6, 14. I Petr. 1,13. — édvéo$woar] 
ex S. Scriptura deprompta sunt.| Cf. Matth. 15, 32. Mare. 8, 3. Gal. 
Evangelista scripsit v.42: γρηγορεῖτε | 6, 9. Hebr. 12, 3. 5. Prov. 3, 11. 
οὖν, ὅτι οὐχ οἴδατε, ποίᾳ ὥρᾳ ὃ χύ 2. πυχνῶς δὲ συναχϑήσεσϑεϊ] Verba 
ριος ὑμῶν ἔρχεται, v. 44: γίνεσϑε | etiam explicari possunt: crebri con- 
ἕτοιμοι, ὅτι ἣ οὐ δοχεῖτε ὥρᾳ ὁ υἱὸς gregamini, similiter atque Ign. Eph. 
τοῦ ἀνϑρώπου ἔρχεται, 25, 13: γρη- 13, 1; 20, 2. Hoe loco autem potius 
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omnesque actiones ita facite, sicut habetis in Kvangelio Domini 
nostri. 

XVI. Vigilate pro vita vestra; lucernae vestrae ne delean- 
tur, neque lumbi vestri solvantur, sed parati estote; ignoratis 
enim horam, in qua Dominus noster venict. 2. Crebro autem 
conyenietis, quaerentes, quae spectant ad animas vestras; nihil 
enim proderit vobis omne tempus fidei vestrae, nisi in tempore 
novissimo perfecti fueritis. 3. Namque in diebus novissimis multi- 
plicabuntur falsi prophetae et corruptores, et convertentur oves 
in lupos, et caritas convertetur in odium. 4. Cum enim aucta 
fuerit iniquitas, odio se invicem habebunt et persequentur et 
prodent; ac tum apparebit orbis deceptor tanquam filius Dei et 
faciet signa et prodigia, et terra tradetur in manus eius, et fa- 
ciet iniqua, quae nunquam facta sunt a saeculis. 5. Tum veniet 
creatura hominum in ignem probationis, ef scandalizabuntur 
multi atque peribunt; qui vero perseveraverint in fide sua, sal- 


vertendum est: crebro convenite. 
Cf. Ign. Polyce. 4, 2. II Clem. 17, 3. — 
ζητοῦντες xta.| Similia leguntur Barn. 
4, 1. 10; 17, 1. — οὐ γὰρ ὠφελήσει 
χτλ.] Barnabas 4, 9 eadem fere verba 
exhibet. Cf. Prolegomena. 

3. ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις] Cf. II Petr. 
9, 2sq. lud. 17sq. — πληϑυνϑήσονται 
ot ψ.] Cf. Matth. 24, 11. 12. 24. — 
στραφήσονται χτλ.] Sententiam ex- 
hibet Matthaeus 24, 10 his verbis: 
χαὶ τότε σχανδαλισϑήσονται πολλοί, 
χαὶ ἀλλήλους παραδώσουσιν καὶ μισή- 
σουσιν ἀλλήλους. Vix dubium est, 
auctorem hune locum mutasse ante 
oculos habentem Matth. 7, 15, ubi 
Dominus pseudoprophetas vestimen- 
tis ovium indutos, intrinsecus autem 
lupos rapaces esse dicit. 

4, αὐξανούσης xti.| Cf. Matth. 24, 
12: διὰ τὸ πληϑυνϑῆναι τὴν ἀνομίαν 
ψυγήσεται ἣ ἀγάπη τῶν πολλῶν. --- 
χοσμοπλάνος] Cf. Apoc. 12, 9: 6 πλα- 
γῶν τὴν οἰχουμένην. 1] Toann. 7: ὁ 


πλάνος καὶ ἀντίχριστος. --- ὡς υἱὸς 
ϑεοῦ] Cf. II Thess. 2, 4. Hoc modo 
de Antichristo loquens auctor se Chri- 
stum filium Dei putasse prodit. — 
χαὶ ποιήσει κτλ.] Matth. 24, 24: χαὶ 
δώσουσιν σημεῖα μεγάλα καὶ τέρατα, 
ὥστε πλανῆσαι, εἰ δυνατόν, χαὶ τοὺς 
ἐχλεχτούς. Marcus 18, 22 quidem 
aeque ac Doctrina vocem μεγάλα 
omisit. Qua ex re autem non est 
colligendum, auctorem hoc loco se- 
cundum Evangelium respexisse, cuius 
nusquam notitiam certam prodit. 
Cf. Il Thess. 2,9. Apoc. 13, 2. 13. 
— γῆ παραδοϑήσεται)] Cf. Apoc. 
13, 7. — ἀϑέμιτα] Il Thess. 2, 4 
legimus, Antichristum extolli supra 
Deum et in templo Dei sedere. --- 
ἃ οὐδέποτε xtd.] Cf. Matth. 24, 21: 
ϑλῖψις μεγάλη, ola οὐ γέγονεν ἀπ᾽ 
ἀρχῆς κόσμου ἕως τοῦ νῦν. 

5. 18. χτίσις cod: χρίσις Hilgf. | 
17. ax’ em Hilgf. Zahn: ὑπ᾽ cod — 
πύρωσιν τῆς dox.| Cf. Zach. 13, 8.9. 
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χαταϑέματος. 6. Καὶ τότε φανήσεται τὰ σημεῖα τῆς ἀληϑείας" 
πρῶτον σημεῖον ἐχπετάσεω-: ἐν οὐρανῷ, εἶτα σημεῖον φωνῆς σαλ- 
σειγγος, χαὶ τὸ τρίτον ἀνάστασις νεχρῶν 7. οὐ πάντων δέ, ἀλλ᾽ 
ὡς ἐρρέϑη" Ἥξει ὁ κύριος καὶ πάντες οἱ ἅγιοι μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ. 
8. Τότε ὄψεται ὃ χόσμος τὸν κύριον ἐρχόμενον ἐπάνω τῶν νεφε- 


λῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 


I Petr. 4, 12: μὴ ξενίζεσϑε τῇ ἐν 
ὑμῖν πυρώσει πρὸς πειρασμὸν ὑμῖν 
γενομένῃ. Lustinus Apol. 11, 7 τὸ πῦρ 
τὸ τῆς χρίσεως et τὴν ἐχπύρωσιν com- 
memorat. -— zal ox. πολλοί Matth. 
24, 10. — ot δὲ trou. σωϑήσονται] 
Matth. 10, 22; 24, 13: 6 δὲ ὑπομεί- 
vac εἰς τέλος, οὗτος σωϑήσεται. CF. 
Didase. apost. VI, 17 (Bunsen, Ana- 
lecta Antenic. 11, 330). — ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ 
τοῦ χαταϑέματος] Si lectio codicis 
servatur et praepositio ὑπό vertitur: 
a vel per, non sub, vox χατάϑεμα, 
quae idem significat ac χατανάϑεμα 
vel ἀνάϑεμα (cf. Zach. 14, 11 et Apoc. 
22, 3) ad Christum referenda est. 
Bryennius ad h. 1. putat, Christum 
fortasse illo nomine appellari, quia 
eum anathematizaturi sint, qui in 
eo scandalizati fuerint, vel quia ipse 
fundamentum fidei nostrae sit, et 
Harnack illam interpretationem com- 
probat respiciens I Cor. 12, 3 (ἀνά- 
ϑεμα Ἰησοῦς); Plin. ep. ad Traianum 
(maledicere Christo); Mart. Polye. 
9, 3 (λοιδόρησον τὸν Χριστόν); Apoc. 
1, 7; 19, 18; Barn. 7, 9 et II Clem. 
17, 5, ubi de reditu Christi sermo 
est. Ματάϑεμα igitur non tam ma- 
ledictio vel maledictum quam male- 
dictus esset, et Christus maledictus 
appellaretur secundum sensum eorum, 
qui in eo scandalizati sunt. Inter- 
pretatio autem durissima est, et 
Bryennius eam non solum haesitans 
proposuit, textus emendationem ad- 


dens, quae vero non magis laudanda 
est, scilicet: ἐπ’ αὐτοῦ tod xatw ϑέ- 
ματος = ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, sed postea eam 
deseruit, locum aliter explicare tex- 
tans. Respiciens enim Pseudoiustini 
Quaest. et Respons. ad Orthodoxos 
121, ubi vox χατάϑεμα Voci ἀνάϑεμα 
opposita ita definitur: χατάϑεμα δέ 
ἐστι τὸ συνϑέσϑαι τοῖς ἀναϑεματί- 
ζουσιν, nunc (cf. Harnack ad h. 1.) 
interpretatur: χατάϑεμα λέγει τὸ 
συνϑέσϑαι τοῖς σχανδαλισϑησομένοις 
χαὶ ἀπολουμένοις, ἢ τὸν κοσμοπλάνον, 
ἢ τὴν ϑείαν καϑόλου ἀράν, ἐξ ὧν 
ἐλευϑερήσονται τότε οἱ πιστοὶ ὅλοτε- 
λῶς εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα. Mihi ἀπὶ pro ὑπ᾽ 
ponendum et χατάϑεμα aut de Anti- 
christo aut de maledicto intellegen- 
dum esse videtur, quod ab Antichristo 
proficiscitur. 

6. χαὶ τότε κτλ] Matth. 24, 30: 
χαὶ τότε φανήσεται τοῦ σημεῖον τοῦ 
υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ. — 
σημεῖα τ. ἀληϑείας] i. 6. signa Christi 
ipsius, qui loann. 14, 6 se veritatem 
nominat, vel potius signa, quae pro- 
bant ea vera esse, quae Christus de 
adventu suo secundo dixit. Tria signa 
Matth. 24, 30. 31 discerni possunt. 
Evangelista autem τὸ σημεῖον dicit. 
Tria signa etiam Orac. Sibyll. 11], 
188, sq. commemorantur, sad aliter _ 
definiuntur ac in Doctrina. — ἔχπε- 
τάσεως] Vox haud dubie a verbo éx- 
πετάννυμι derivanda est ac denotat: 
explicatio, expansio, ita ut sensus 
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6. Tuncque apparebunt signa veri- 


tatis; primum signum caeli aperti, deinde signwm tubae, et 
tertium resurrectio mortuorum, 7. neque vero omnium, sed sicut 


dictum est: 


Venmet Dominus et omnes sancti cum eo. 


8. Tune 


videbit mundus Dominum venientem supra nubes cael. 


sit: quando caelum Christo adve- 
niente aperietur. Alii, inter quos 
est Bryennius, vocem a verbo éxmé- 
τομαι vel ἐχπέταμαι (= avolo) deri- 


vantes et respicientes I Thess. 4, 17 


locum de sanctis superstitibus inter- 
pretati sunt, qui Domino adveniente 
una cum eis qui resurrexerunt ra- 
- pientur in nubibus obviam Christo 
in aéra. Alii pro ἐχπετάσεως legi 
volunt ἐπιφάσεως (= ἐπιφανείας) vel 
(respicientes Matth. 24, 29: οἱ ἀστέρες 
πεσοῦνται ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, Marc. 


13, 25) ἐχπτώσεως. --- φωνῆς oadn.] 
Matth. 24, 31. Of. I Cor. 15, 52. 
I Thess. 4, 16. — ἀνάστασις νεχρῶν] 


Matthaeus 24, 31 de electis Christi 
congregandis loquitur; de resurrec- 
tione mortuorum autem Paulus | Cor. 
15, 52 (χαὶ ot vexool ἐγερϑήσονται) 
et I Thess. 4, 16 (χαὶ ot νεχροὶ ἐν 
Χριστῷ ἀναστήσονται) dixit. Auctor 
igitur loco ex Evangelio Matthaei 
deprompto, ut supra 1, 4 et 16, 1 
verba Lucae, ita hic verba Pauli ad- 
miscuisse videtur. 


Doctr, apost. ed. Funk. 


7. οὐ πάντων] Matthaeus 24, 31 
dicit, electos Christi congregari; Pau- 
lus seribit, eos vivificari, qui sunt 
Christi (I Cor. 15, 22—23) vel mor- 
tuos resurgere, qui sunt in Christo 
(I Thess. 4, 16). Cf. Apoc. 20, 4—6. 
— ἥξει κτλ.] Zach. 14, 5. ; 

8. τότε ὄψεται χτλ.] Matih. 24, 30; 
26, 64. Evangelista utroque loco de 
filio hominis loquitur. Si auctor 
esset Ebionita, verbis 5. Scripturae 
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου Vix vocem 
τὸν χύριον substituisset. Matthaeus 
haec verba 24, 30 protinus exhibet, 
postquam de signo filii hominis in 
caelo locutus est. Inde, quod anctor 
Doctrinae ea nune demum posuit, 
non est colligendum, eum adventum 
vel manifestationem Christi post re- 
surrectionem mortuorum  ponere. 
Adventum Domini potius iam pri- 
mum signum indicat. Hoc autem 
loco auctor finem faciens addit, 
mundum Dominum venientem esse 
visurum. 
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Χαίρετε, viol καὶ ϑυγατέρες, ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. 
Ἰωάννης καὶ Ματϑαῖος καὶ Πέτρος χαὶ ᾿Ανδρέας xat Φίλιππος 


nat Σίμων καὶ Ἰάκωβος καὶ 


Ναϑαναὴλ χαὶ Θωμᾶς καὶ Κηφᾶς 


χαὶ Βαρϑολομαῖος χαὶ ᾿Ιούδας ᾿Ιακώβου. 

I. Κατὰ κέλευσιν τοῦ χυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ σω- 
τῆρος συναθροισθέντων ἡμῶν, χαϑὼς διέταξε πρὸ τοῦ: Μέλλετε 
χληροῦσϑαι τὰς ἐπαρχίας, καταλογίσασϑαι τόπων ἀριϑμούς, ἐπι- 
σχόπων ἀξίας, πρεσβυτέρων ἕδρας, διακόνων παρεδρείας, ἀναγνωστῶν 
νουνεχίας, χηρῶν ἀνεγχλησίας χαὶ ὅσα δέοι πρὸς ϑεμελίωσιν ἐχ- 
χλησίας, ἵνα τύπον τῶν ἐπουρανίων εἰδότες φυλάσσωνται ἀπὸ 
παντὸς ἀστοχήματος, εἰδότες, ὅτι λόγον ὑφέξουσιν ἐν τῇ μεγάλῃ 


Tit. cum V, qui praemisit αἱ διατα- 
yok at διὰ Κλήμεντος καί: Ἐπιτομὴ 
ὅρων τῶν ἁγίων ἀποστόλων χαϑολι- 
zig παραδόσεως O, “Ex τῶν διατάξεων 
τῶν ἁγίων ἀποστόλων M, Isti sunt 
canones patrum apostolorum quos 
constituerunt ad ordinandam eccle- 
siam christianam A, Hi sunt cano- 
nes patrum nostrorum sanctorum 
apostolorum Domini nostri lesu 
Christi quos instituerunt in ecclesia 
C, Doctrina apostolorum qua verba 
illa continentur quae singuli apostoli 
locuti sunt S. 

Inscriptionem et capita I—III omi- 
serunt Ὁ M, inscript. et c. I—II 5. 
— χαίρετε --- xvoiov] Haec verba e 
Barnabae epistula 1, 1 desumpta 


sunt. — Ἰωάννης χτλ.] Quomodo hic 
catalogus apostolorum explicandus 
_est, in quo Iacobus alter et Indas 
Iscariotes desunt, praeter Petrum 
et Bartholomaeum autem Cephas 
et Nathanael enumerantur? Vix 
auctor catalogis S. Scripturae (Matth. 
| 10, 2—4. Lue. 6, 14—16. Act. 1, 15) 
/alium substituere voluit; sed verisi- 
mile est, eum catalogum ad tempus 
retulisse, quo nonnulli apostolorum 
a Domino electorum iam mortui 
erant. Si res ita se habet, Iacobus, 
quem omisit, est filius Zebedaei vel © 
Iacobus maior, qui ab Herode Agrippa 
occisus est (Act. 12, 2). Nathanael 
autem facile in catalogo recipi po- 
tuit, quia a Ioanne 1, 45—49; 21, 2 


| 


CANONES ECCLESIASTICI SANCTORUM 
APOSTOLORUM. 


Avete, filii et filiae, in nomine Domini Jesu Christi. 


loannes 


et Matthaeus et Petrus et Andreas et Philippus et Simon 
et Iacobus et Nathanael et Thomas et Cephas et Bartho- 


lomaeus et Iudas Jacobi. 


I. Cum iubente Domino nostro lesu Christo salvatore con- 
venissemus, sicut antea praecepit: Sorte dividetis provincias, re- 
censebitis locorum numeros, episcoporum dignitates, presbyte- 
rorum sedes, diaconorum assessiones, lectorum prudentias, vi- 
duarum innocentias et omnia, quae ad fundandam ecclesiam opus 
sunt, ut formae rerum caelestium gnari caveant ab omni de- 
licto, scientes, im magna iudicii die rationem se esse redituros 


inter apostolos commemoratur, neque 
auctor perspexit, eum verisimiliter 
eundem esse cum Bartholomaeo. 
Cephas denique apostolis adnumera- 
tus esse videtur, quia hoc nomen 
uni ex septuaginta discipulis fuisse 
traditur (Clem. Al. Hypotyp. apud 
Kus, H. KE. I, 12. Chronic. pasch. ed. 
Bonn, I, 400). Cf. Zahn, Forschungen 
III, 68 sq. Pitra putavit, hune apo- 
stolorum indicem posteriorem quem- 
dam respicientem ea, quae infra le- 
guntur, libello praefixisse; sed falsus 
est; plures enim apostoli hic com- 
memorati nihil loquuntur. Harnack 
ex contrario contendit, auctorem ca- 
talogum non ipsum confecisse, sed 
seripto vel ore traditum invenisse. 


Equidem non perspicio, cur catalo- 
gus auctori non sit adiudicandus. 
I. 8. χαϑὼς J. πρὸ tov: praecepit 
nobis et dixit A, praecepit nobis di- 
cens C, coniecit Harnack προλέγων 
vel πρότερον. | 9. ἐπαρχείας V — 
χληροῦσϑαι τ. ἐπαρχίας x. τ. a.| De 
his rebus infra nihil dicitur. Auctor 
6. 15 partem libelli secundam inci- 
piens statim ec. 16 de ordinatione 
episcopi agit. Similiter 4,2 de dua- 
bus viis loquitur, postea autem unam 
tantum viam describit. — xual ἐχέ- 
Asvoey| cum χαϑὼς διέταξε coniun- 
gendum est. Auctor itaque in hoc 
capite duas libelli partes indicat: 
verbis διέταξε χτλ. partem secun- 
dam, in qua de ordinatione et offi- 
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ἡμέρᾳ τῆς χρίσεως περὶ ὧν ἀχούσαντες οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν, καὶ ἐκχέ- 
λευσεν ἡμᾶς ἐχπέμψασθαι τοὺς λόγους εἰς ὅλην τὴν οἰκουμένην" 

II. ἔδοξεν οὖν tiv πρὸς ὑπόμνησιν τῆς ἀδελφότητος καὶ 
γουϑεσίαν ἑκάστῳ ὡς ὃ χύριος ἀπεχάλυψε χατὰ τὸ ϑέλημα τοῦ 
ϑεοῦ διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου μνησϑεῖσι λόγου ἐντείλασθαι ὑμῖν. 

III. Ἰωάννης εἶπεν " Ανδρες ἀδελφοί, εἰδότες, ὅτι λόγον ὑφέξο- 
μὲν περὶ τῶν διατεταγμένων ἡμῖν, εἷς ἑνὸς πρόσωπον μὴ λαμβά- 
νωμεν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐάν τις δοχῇ τι ἀσύμφορον λέγειν, ἀντιλεγέσϑω αὐτῷ. 
"Héote δὲ πᾶσι πρῶτον ᾿Ιωάννην εἰπεῖν. 


IV. Ἰωάννης εἶπεν > “Odot δύο εἰσί, μία τῆς ζωῆς καὶ μία τοῦ ϑα- 


νάτου, διαφορὰ δὲ πολλὴ μεταξὺ τῶν δύο δὸῶν. 


2. Ἢ μὲν γὰρ ὅδὸς τῆς ζωῆς 


ἐστιν αὕτη πρῶτον, ἀγαπήσεις τὸν ϑεὸν τὸν ποιήσαντά σε ἐξ ὅλης τῆς χαρ- 
δίας σου nat δοξάσεις tov λυτρωσάμενόν σε Ex ϑανάτου, ἥτις ἐστὶν 
ἐντολὴ πρώτη" δεύτερον, ἀγαπήσεις τὸν πλησίον cov ὡς ἑαυτόν, ἥτις ἐστὶν 


i. 


ἐντολὴ δευτέρα " ἐν οἷς ὅλος ὃ 


νόμος χρέμαται καὶ of προφῆται. 


V. Ματϑαῖος εἶπεν Πάντα ὅσα ἂν μὴ ϑέλῃς σοὶ γενέσϑαι, μηδὲ σὺ 
ἄλλῳ ποιήσεις, Τούτων δὲ τῶν λόγων τὴν διδαχὴν εἶπέ, ἀδελφὲ Πέτρε. 


VI. Πέτρος εἴπεν Οὐ φονεύσεις, οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὗ πορνεύσεις, od 


παιδοφϑορήσεις, οὐ χλέφεις, ob μαγεύσεις, οὗ φαρμαχεύσεις, οὐ φονεύσεις τέχ- 


γον ἐν φϑορᾷ οὐδὲ γεννηθὲν ἀποχτενεῖς, οὖκ ἐπιϑυμήσεις τὰ τοῦ πλησίον. 


2. Οὐχ ἐπιορκχήσεις, od ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, od κακολογήσεις οὐδὲ μνησικακήσεις, 


οὐκ ἔσῃ δίγνωμος οὐδὲ δίγλωσσος: παγὶς γὰρ ϑανάτου ἐστὶν 


Οὐχ ἔσται ὃ λόγος cov χενὸς οὐδὲ φευδής. 


clis clericorum ac de officiis vidua- 
rum et laicorum agitur, verbis éxé- 
λευσεν χτλ. partem priorem, in qua 
praecepta moralia exponuntur. 

Il. 4 sq. νουϑεσίας .. μνησϑείς V 
— ἔδοξεν οὖν ἡμῖν] scilicet inbente 
Domino congregatis, ut auctor c. 1 
dixit. 

III. ὁ. Ἰωάννης εἶπεν: haec verba 
et similia sequentia (Mat9aioc εἶπεν 
etc.) in V sola in linea exstant. | 
7. εἷς em: εἰς V | 8. τι ἀσύμφορον 
λέγειν ὁ. versionibus: συμφέρον ἄντι- 
λέγειν V. 

IV, 1. 11. διαφορὰ --- ὁδῶν c. V 
D: χαὶ diag. πολλὴ τῶν δύο O, om M. 


ς 


ἢ 
Οὐχ ἔσῃ πλεονέχτης οὐδὲ ἅρπαξ 


διγλωσσία. 


2 
9. 


ἡ μὲν οὖν 
D, ἡ οὖν Ο, χαὶ 4 μὲν M | 18 sq. χαὶ 
δοξάσεις --- πρώτη c. VM (hic post 
δοξάσεις inseruit αὐτόν) : om Ὁ | 14. 
δεύτερον c. OD: δευτέρα V, δευτέρα 
δὲ ἐντολή ἐστι M, qui infra omisit 
ἥτις ἐστὶν ἔντ. ὃ. — ἣ μὲν γάρ] Cum 
Ο οὐ D simul οὖν exhibeant, haec 
vox fortasse praeferenda est: Nolo 
autem a V discedere. Sin auctor 
initio cepisset consilium viae mortis 
praetermittendae, eum ex hac ratio- 
ne vocem γάρ posuisse liceret coni- 
cere. — ἐξ ὅλης τ. χαρδίας κτλ.] Quae 
hic Doctrinae apostolorum addun- 
tur, partim ex Matth. 22, 37. 40, 


2. 11. ἡ μὲν γὰρ c. V: 
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de eis, quae audierunt neque servaverunt, et iussit nos sermones 
emittere in universam terram: 

II. visum igitur est nobis in commendationem fraternitatis 
et hortationem, prout singulis Dominus revelavit iuxta volun- 
tatem Dei per spiritum sanctum, vobis, qui verbi memores estis, 
mandare. 

II. Toannes dixit: Viri fratres, cum noveritis nos ratio- 
nem reddituros esse de praeceptis nobis datis, ne respiciamus 
alter alterius personam, sed si quis videtur inutile quid dicere, 
contradicatur ei. 
mus loquatur. 

IV. loannes dixit: Viae duae sunt, una vitae et altera 
ΠΟΥ ΙΒ; discrimen vero magnum inter duas vitas; via enim vitae 
haec est: primum, amabis Deum, qui te fecit, ex toto corde tuo, 
et glorificabis eum, qui te redemit a morte, quod est mandatum 
primum. Alteram, diliges proximum tuum sicut te ipsum, quod 
est mandatum secundum, in quibus universa lex pendet et pro- 
phetae. 

V. Matthaeus dixit: Omnia quaecunque non vis tibi fieri, 
nec tu alteri facies. 
frater Petre. 

VI. Petrus dixit: Non occides, non adulterium facies, non 
fornicaberis, pueros non corrumpes, non furaberis, non incan- 
tabis, venenum non miscebis, non interficies foetum in abortione 
neque interimes infantem natum, non concupisces quae sunt 
proximi tui. 2. Non periurabis, non falsum testimonium dabis, 
non malidices, iniuriae acceptae non recordaberis; non eris du- 
plicis sententiae nec bilinguis; laqueus enim mortis est lingua 
duplex. Neque sermo tuus erit inanis neque mendax. 3. Non 


eris avarus neque rapax neque hypocrita neque malignus neque 3 


partim (καὶ δοξάσεις --- ϑανάτου) ex | σὺ μισεῖς, ἄλλῳ μὴ ποιήσῃς OS cf. 


Visum est autem omnibus, quod Loannes pri- 1 


Horum autem verborum doctrinam edissere, 2 


epistula Barnabae 19, 2 deprompta 
sunt. 

V. 16. ἄν ο. M cf.D: om VO] γε- 
γνέσϑαι ο. VO: γίνεσϑαι MD | μηδὲ 
σὺ c. OM: σὺ μηδὲ V | 11. ποιήσεις 
ς, VO: ποιήσῃς Μ, add τουτέστιν ὃ 


Tob. 4, 16. 

VI, 1. 18 sq. οὐ παιδοφϑορήσεις --- 
μαγεύσεις c.M (μαντεύσῃ pro μαγεύ- 
σεις) coll ΟἿΑ : 0m V | 20 sq. ove 
ἐπιϑυμήσεις — ἐπιορχήσεις (v. 2) ὁ. M 
OACS:om V 
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οὐδὲ ὑποχριτὴς οὐδὲ xanoyjdy¢ οὐδὲ ὑπερήφανος, od λήψῃ βουλὴν πονηρὰν κατὰ 
τοῦ πλησίον σου. 4. Οὐ μισήσεις πάντα ἄνθρωπον, ἄλλ᾽ οὺς μὲν ἐλέγξεις, οὺς 
δὲ ἐλεήσεις, περὶ ὧν δὲ προσεύξῃ, og δὲ ἀγαπήσεις ὕὅπὲρ τὴν φυχήν σου. 

VIL. ᾿Ανδρέας εἶπεν Τέκνον μου, φεῦγε ἀπὸ παντὸς πονηροῦ χαὶ 
ἀπὸ παντὸς ὁμοίου αὐτοῦ. Μὴ γίνου ὀργίλος δδηγεῖ yao ἣ ὀργὴ πρὸς τὸν 
φόνον ἔστι γὰρ δαιμόνιον ἀρρενικὸν ὃ ϑυμός. Μὴ γίνου ζηλωτὴς μηδὲ 
ἐριστικὸς μηδὲ ϑυμαντικός" Ex γὰρ τούτων φόνος γεννᾶται. 

VILL. Φίλιππος εἶπεν Τέκνον μου, μὴ γίνου ἐπιϑυμητής" δδηγεῖ 
γὰρ ἣ ἐπιϑυμία πρὸς τὴν πορνείαν καὶ ἕλκει τοὺς ἀνθρώπους πρὸς ἕαυ- 
τήν " ἔστι γὰρ ϑηλυκχὸν δαιμόνιον ἣ ἐπιϑυμία, καὶ ὃ μὲν μετ᾽ ὀργῆς; 
ὃ δὲ ped ἡδονῆς ἀπόλλυσι τοὺς εἰσδεχομένους αὐτά. 2. Ὃδὸς δὲ 
πονηροῦ πνεύματος ἁμαρτία ψυχῆς χαὶ ὅταν βραχείαν εἴσδυσιν 
σχῇ ἐν αὐτῷ, πλατύνει αὐτὴν καὶ ἄγει ἐπὶ πάντα τὰ χαχὰ τὴν 
ψυχὴν ἐκείνην καὶ odx% ἐᾷ διαβλέψαι τὸν ἄνϑρωπον χαὶ ἰδεῖν 
τὴν ἀλήϑειαν. 8. Ὃ ϑυμὸς ὑμῶν μέτρον ἐχέτω, χαὶ ἐν βραχεῖ 
διαστήματι αὐτὸν ἡνιοχεῖτε χαὶ ἀναχρούετε, ἵνα μὴ ἐμβάλλῃ ὑμᾶς 
εἰς ἔργον πονηρόν: ϑυμὸς γὰρ καὶ ἧδονὴ πονηρὰ ἐπὶ πολὺ παρα- 
μένοντα κατὰ ἐπίτασιν δαιμόνια γίνεται, xal ὅταν ἐπιτρέψῃ αὐτοῖς 
6 ἄνθρωπος, οἰδαίνουσιν ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ αὐτοῦ χαὶ γίνονται μείζονες, 
nat ἀπάγουσιν αὐτὸν εἰς ἔργα ἄδιχα χαὶ ἐπιγελῶσιν αὐτῷ, καὶ 
ἥδονται ἐπὶ τῇ ἀπωλείᾳ τῶν ἀνθρώπων. 

ΙΧ, Σίμων εἶπεν > Τέκνον, μὴ γίνου αἰσχρολόγος μηδὲ ὑψηλόφϑαλμος᾽" 
ἔχ γὰρ τούτων μοιχεῖαι γίνονται. 

x Ἰάκωβος εἶπεν ᾿ Τέκνον μου, μὴ γίνου οἰωνοσχόπος, ἐπειδὴ δδηγεῖ 
πρὸς τὴν εἰδωλολατρείαν, μνηδὲ ἐπαοιδὸς νηδὲ μαϑηματικὸς μνηδὲ περιχαϑαίρων, 
noe ϑέλε αὐτὰ ἰδεῖν μηδὲ ἀγχούειν " ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάντων εἰδωλολατρεῖαι 
γεννῶνται. 

XI. Ναϑαναὴλ εἶπεν ᾿ Τέκνον, μὴ γίνου ψεύστης, ἐπειδὴ ὁδηγεῖ τὸ 
φεῦσμα ἐπὶ thy χλοπήν, μηδὲ φιλάργυρος μηδὲ χενόδοξος ᾿ ἐκ γὰρ τούτων 


3. .Ἀ,Ξ,Ὁ  χαχοήϑης etiam in V | οὐ ΥἹΙΠ,1. 8sq. Φίλιππος --- πορνείαν: 
ὁ. Μ (οὐ λάβῃς) DCS: οὐδὲ VOA hance sententiam solam O ex hoc οἃ- 
4. ovo δὲ ἐλεήσεις] Cf. adnot. ad pite descripsit eamque decurtavit, 
Doctr. 2, 7. Respiciens 20, 5 etiam verba τέχνον mov et ἣ ἐπιϑυμία omit- 
magis dubitaverim, num haec verba | tens | 8. wove. MAC:omV | 9 sq. éav- ᾿ 
auctori Doctrinae adiudicanda sint.| τὴν c. VM: C suadere videtur ut 
VII. 5. cove. MD: 0m VO | 7. $v- | emendemus αὐτήν | 10 sq. ἔστι γὰρ — 
μαντικὸς c. V: μανικὸς O, ϑυμώδης | ὃ δὲ c. Vi: χαὶ M | ἡ ἐπιϑυμία c. 
M, ϑυμικὸς Ὁ [5 00}} AC: τῆς ἐπιϑυμίας V | 11. εἰσ- 


SANCTORUM APOSTOLORUM VI, 3—XI, 1. 55 


superbus, non capies malum consilium adversus proximum tuum. 
4, Non odio habebis ullum hominem, sed alios argues, aliorum 
misereberis, pro aliis orabis, alios amabis plus quam animam 
tuam. 

VII. Andreas dixit: Fili mi, fuge omne malum et omne, 
quod simile est ei. Ne fias iracundus; ducit enim iracundia ad 
caedem; est enim daemonium masculum animus iratus. Ne sis 
aemulator neque contentiosus neque promptus ad succensendum ; 
ex his enim homicidium oritur. 

VI. Philippus dixit: Fili mi, ne fias concupiscens ; ducit 
enim concupiscentia ad fornicationem trahitque homines ad se. 
Est enim daemonium femininum concupiscentia, et sive per iram 
sive per voluptatem perdit eos, qui illas in se recipiunt. 2. Via 
autem pravi spiritus peccatum animae est, et si ingressum par- 
vum in ea habet, amplificat eum et ducit ad omnia mala ani- 
mam illam neque hominem sinit perspicere et videre veritatem. 
3. Motus animi vestri modum habeat, et brevi intervallo eum 
refrenate ac coercete, ne iniciat vos in opus pravum. Animi 
enim impetus et voluptas mala, si diu permanent, crescendo 
daemonia fiunt, et si homo eis indulserit, tumefiunt in eius anima 
et invalescunt et abducunt eum ad opera iniusta eique irrident 
et laetantur interitu hominum. 

IX. Simon dixit: Fili, ne verbis turpibus utaris neque 
oculum extollas; ex his enim adulteria fiunt. 

X. lacobus dixit: Fil mi, ne fias auspex, quoniam id ducit 
ad idololatriam , neque incantator neque mathematicus neque 
magus, neque ea velis videre neque audire; ex his enim om- 
nibus idololatriae gignuntur. 

ΧΙ. Nathanael dixit: Fil, noli fieri mendax, quoniam men- 
dacium ducit ad furtum, neque argenti neque inanis gloriae 


δεχομένους αὐτὰ c. V coll AC: εἰσ- 
ἐρχομένους εἰς αὐτὴν M, εἰς ove εἰσ- 
ἔρχεται ὃ 

3. 15 sqq. 6 ϑυμὸς --- ἔργα ἄδικα om 
M | 18. ἐπιτρέψῃ c. ὃ : ἐπιστρέψῃ | 
20 sq. χαὶ ἐπιγελῶσιν — ἀνθρώπων c. 
V : ἐπιγελᾷ δὲ τὸ πονηρὸν πνεῦμα TH 
ἀνϑρώπῳ ἐχείνῳ καὶ εὐφραίνεται ἐπὶ 


τῇ ἀπωλείᾳ αὐτοῦ M | 21. τῶν ἀνϑρώ- 
mov c. V: τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ASC 
IX. 23. μοιχεῖαι γίνονται ¢. VOC: 
γεννᾶται μοιχεία M οἵ. AD (γεννῶνται). 
X. 24. wove. MAC: οἱ VO (hic 
etiam τέχνον) | 25. πρὸς ο. VO: εἰς 
MD | 26. αὐτὰ c. MO: αὐτὰς V 
XI. M totum caput omisit. 
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ἅπάντων χλοπαὶ γεννῶνται. 2. Téxvov, ph γίνου γόγγυσος, ἐπειδὴ ἄγει πρὸς 
τὴν βλασφημίαν, μηδὲ αὐϑάδης μηδὲ πονηρόφρων᾽ ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάντων 
βλασφημίαι γεννῶνται. 8. Ἴσϑι δὲ πραῦς, ἐπειδὴ πραεῖς κληρονομήσουσι τὴν 
βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν. 4. Τίνου μακχρόϑυμος, ἐλεήμων, εἰρηνοποιός, 
χαϑαρὸς τῇ καρδίᾳ ἀπὸ παντὸς χαχοῦ, ἄκαχος καὶ ἡσύχιος, ἀγαϑὸς 
nat φυλάσσων χαὶ τρέμων τοὺς λόγους, OS ἤκουσας. 5. Οὐχ ὑψώσεις σε- 
αὐτὸν οὐδὲ δώσεις τὴν φυχήν cov μετὰ ὑψηλῶν, ἀλλὰ μετὰ δικαίων nat τα- 
πεινῶν ἀναστραφήσῃ. 6. Τὰ δὲ συμβαίνοντά σοι ἐνεργήματα ὡς ἀγαϑὰ προσ- 
δέξῃ, εἰδώς, ὅτι ἄτερ ϑεοῦ οὐδὲν γίνεται. 

ΧΙ]. Θωμᾶς elev’ Téxvov, τὸν λαλοῦντά σοι τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ 
nal παραίτιόν σοι γινόμενον τῆς ζωῆς καὶ δόντα σοι τὴν ἐν χυρίῳ 
σφραγῖδα ἀγαπήσεις ὡς χόρην ὀφθαλμοῦ σου, μνήσθητι δὲ αὐτοῦ νύχτα 
χαὶ ἡμέραν, τιμήσεις αὐτὸν ὡς τὸν κύριον" ὅϑεν γὰρ ἣ χυριότης λαλεῖται, ἐκεῖ 
χύριός ἐστιν. 2. ᾿Εἰχζητήσεις δὲ τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ καϑ' ἡμέραν χαὶ τοὺς 
λοιποὺς ἁγίους, ἵνα ἐπαναποαύσῃ τοῖς λόγοις αὐτῶν" χολλώμενος γὰρ 
ἁγίοις ἁγιασϑῆσῃ. 3. Τιμήσεις δὲ αὐτόν, καϑ' ὃ δυνατὸς et, ἐκ 
τοῦ ἱδρῶτός σου καὶ Ex τοῦ πόνου τῶν χειρῶν σου" εἰ γὰρ ὃ χύριος 
δι᾿ αὐτοῦ ἠξίωσέ σοι δοϑ'ἤναι πνευματικὴν τροφὴν καὶ ποτὸν καὶ ζωὴν 
αἰώνιον, σὺ ὀφείλεις πολὺ μᾶλλον τὴν φϑαρτὴν χαὶ πρόσκαιρον προσ- 
φέρειν τροφήν ἄξιος γὰρ 6 ἐργάτης τοῦ μισϑοῦ, xa! βοῦν ἀλοῶντα 
od φιμώσεις, χαὶ οὐδεὶς φυτεύει ἀμπελῶνα nal ἐκ τοῦ χαρποῦ ad- 
τοῦ οὐχ ἐσϑίει. ; 

XII. Κηφᾶς εἶπεν Οὐ ποιήσεις σχίσματα, εἰρηνεύσεις δὲ μαχο- 


μένους xptvets δικαίως, οὐ λήψῃ πρόσωπον ἐλέγξαι τινὰ ἐπὶ παραπτώματι. 


2. 1. τέχνον ec. VO et versionibus| bonianus ο. 14 indicaret, se Canones 
praeter A, quisolus praemisit Ἰούδας | ecclesiasticos non integros tradidisse, 
εἶπεν. sed ex Doctrina apostolorum correc- 

3. 3. ἐπειδὴ V, non ἐπεί | χλη- tum fuisse, enm hic sequerer, cum 
θονομήσουσι 6. Ὁ coll AC Ὁ : χληρο- | cogitare liceat, verba, quae in ceteris 
γομοῦσι V | 4. τῶν οὐρανῶν c. V Α : testibus desunt, ob homoeoteleuton 
τοῦ ϑεοῦ O, τὴν γῆν pro τὴν β. τ. excidisse. Ob illam autem rationem 


ove. C Ὁ hos testes deserere non audeo. 
4. 5. ἀπὸ παντὸς xaxod c. VAC:) XII, 1.11 8αᾳ. χαὶ παραιτίον — σφρα- 
om O yida et τιμήσεις -- χαϑ' ἡμέραν (v. 2) 


5. 7. δώσεις — ὑψηλῶν c. VAS|om M | 12. μνήσϑητι c. V M: μνη- 
coll C: δώσεις τῇ ψυχῇ cov ϑράσος σϑήσῃ Ὁ (Ὁ) editores — ἀγαπήσεις ὡς 
οὐδὲ χολληϑήσῃ τῇ ψυχῇ σου μετὰ χόρην Oy. σου] Barn. 19, 9. 
ὑψηλῶν O ef. D. Nisi codex Οὐΐο-. 2. 15. ἐπαναπαυϑῆς Ο, ἵνα ἐπαναπ. 


SANCTORUM APOSTOLORUM XI, 2—XIII, 1. 57 


cupidus; ex his enim omnibus furta gignuntur. 2. Fil, ne fias 
morosus, quoniam id ducit ad blasphemiam, neque insolens neque 
prava meditare; ex his enim omnibus blasphemiae gignuntur. 
3. Sis vero mansuetus, quia mansueti hereditabunt regnum cae- 
4, Fias longanimis, misericos, pacificus, purus corde ab 
omni nequitia, innocens et quietus, bonus et custodiens cum 
tremore verba, quae audivisti. 5. Non extolles te neque com- 
mittes animam tuam cum elatis, sed cum iustis et humuilibus 
conversaberis. 6. Quae tibi acciderint, ea tamquam bona acci- 
pies, conscius sine Deo nihil fieri. 

XU. Thomas dixit: Fil, qui tibi loquitur sermonem Dei 
et auctor tibi vitae fit tibique dat in Domino sigillum, eum 
amabis sicut pupillam oculi tui, recordaberis eius nocte ac die, 
timebis eum sicut Dominum; unde enim dominium dicitur, 10] 
Dominus est. 2. Requires vultum eius cotidie et reliquos sanctos, 
ut requiescas in sermonibus eorum; adhaerens enim sanctis 
sanctificaberis. Honorabis autem eum, quantum potes, ex sudore 
tuo et ex labore manuum tuarum. Si enim Dominus per eum 
dignatus est tibi dari spiritualem cibum et potum et vitam aeter- 


lorum. 


nam, tu debes multo magis corruptibilem et temporalem offerre : 


cibum; dignus est enim operarius mercede sua, et bovem tri- 
turantem non alligabis, et nemo plantat vineam, quin de fructu 
elus comedat. 

XIII. Cephas dixit: Non facies schismata, sed pacabis 


pugnantes ; iudicabis iuste, non accipies personam arguens ali- 5 


τ. Δ. αὐτῶν om M | χολλώμενος — 
ἁγιασϑήσῃ ὁ. MACS : χολλώμενος" 
ὡς ἅγιος γὰρ ἁγίοις ἁγιασϑήσει (ἅγια- 
σϑήσεται O) VO — χολλώμενος --- 
ἁγιασϑήσῃ] Similia I Clem. 46, 2 
tanquam verba Scripturae allegan- 
tur. Cum auctor epistulam Clemen- 
tis ad Corinthios haud dubie legisset 
(cf. infra 22, 2; 23, 1—3), eum il- 
lum locum hic respexisse conicere 
licet. 

3. 16 sq. τιμήσεις --- χειρῶν Gov om 
O | δὲ ὁ. MS: om V | 17 sqq. εἰ γὰρ 


— ἐσϑίει c. V et versionibus: 6 γὰρ 
᾿χύριος ἠξίωσέ σε δι’ αὐτοῦ δοϑῆναί 
σοι πνευματιχὴν τροφὴν καὶ ζωὴν αἱ- 
ὠνιον O, om M — εἰ γὰρ 6 χύριος 
zti.| Auctor hic Doctrinam 4, 8 et 
10,3 in unum conflavit. — ΟΑἄξιος 
xta.| Doctr. 13, 1. Lue. 10, 7. I Tim. 
5, 18. — βοῦν xtd.] Deut. 25, 4. 
I Tim. 5, 18. — οὐδεὶς xtd.] I Cor. 
ΘΟ ἢ: 

XIII, 1. 28. σχίσματα c. V et ver- 
sionibus: σχίσμα OD, συνάψαι τινὰ 
μάχην πρὸς ἕτερον M| 24 ἐλέγξαι 
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> ‘ 5 Γ ~ ‘ r a .} ‘\ 73 4 “ 3 x 
Od γὰρ ἰσχύει πλοῦτος παρὰ χυρίῳ ᾿ οὐ yap ἀξία προχρίνει οὐδὲ 
κάλλος ὠφελεῖ, ἀλλὰ ἰσότης ἐστι πάντων παρ᾽ αὐτῷ. 2. Ἂν προσ- 


εὐχῇ σοῦ μὴ διψυχήσῃς, πότερον ἔσται ἣ 
ἐχτείνων τὰς χεῖρας, πρὸς δὲ τὸ δοῦναι συσπῶν. 


οὐ. 3. Μὴ γίνου πρὸς μὲν τὸ λα- 
"Kay ἔχῃς διὰ τῶν χει- 
ρῶν σου, δώσεις λύτρωσιν τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν σοὺ OD διστάσεις δοῦναι, οὐδὲ διδοὺς 
4, Οὐχ 


ἀποστραφήσῃ ἐνδεόμενον, κοινωνήσεις δὲ ἁπάντων τῷ ἀδελφῷ cov καὶ οὐχ ἐρεῖς 


γογγύσεις γνώσῃ γάρ, τίς ἐστιν 6 τοῦ μισθοῦ καλὸς ἄνταποδότης. 


ἴδια εἶναι " εἰ γὰρ ἐν τῷ ἀϑανάτῳ κοινωνοί ἔστε, πόσῳ μᾶλλον ἐν τοῖς φϑαρτοῖς. 


XIV. Βαρϑολομαῖος εἶπεν " 


᾿ΒΕρωτῶμεν ὑμᾶς, ἀδελφοί, ὡς ἔτι 


χαιρός ἐστι χαὶ ἔχετε εἰς οὃς ἐργάζεσϑε ped” ἑαυτῶν, μὴ exdet- 


πὴτε ἐν μηδενί, ἐξουσίαν ἐὰν ἔχητε. 


2. ᾿γγὺς yap ἣ ἡμέρα χυ- 


tov, ἐν ἧ συναπολεῖται πάντα σὺν τῷ πονηρῷ HEer γὰρ ὃ χύριος 
? 4 1 Ἵ | ? 


nat ὃ μισϑὸς αὐτοῦ pet αὐτοῦ. 


9. Ἑαυτῶν γίνεσϑε νομοϑέται, 


ἑαυτῶν γίνεσϑε σύμβουλοι ἀγαϑοί, ϑεοδίδαχτοι φυλάξεις & παρ- 
ἔλαβες, μήτε προσϑεὶς μήτε ὑφαιρῶν. 

XV. Πέτρος εἶπεν - ᾿Αδελφοί, τὰ περὶ τῶν λοιπῶν νουϑεσιῶν 
αἱ γραφαὶ διδάξουσιν, ἡμεῖς δὲ ἃ ἐχελεύσϑημεν διατάξωμεν. Πάντες 


εἶπαν Πέτρος λεγέτω. 
XVI. Πέτρος εἶπεν: “Hav 


ὀλιγανδρία ὑπάρχῃ xat μήπου 


πλῆϑος τυγχάνῃ τῶν δυναμένων ψηφίσασθαι περὶ ἐπισκόπου ἐντὸς 
δεκαδύο ἀνδρῶν, εἰς τὰς πλησίον ἐκχλησίας, ὅπου τυγχάνει πεπηγυῖα, 


τινὰ ὁ. MO: τινὰ ἐλ. | 1 sq. οὐ 
γὰρ --- ὠφελεῖ om O, οὐ γὰρ -- συ- 
σπῶν (v. 3) om M | 1. ἀξία em: 
ἀξίας V | 2. ἀλλὰ — αὐτῷ : ἰσότης γάρ 
ἔστι παρὰ ϑεῷ Ὁ 

2. 8 sq. πότερον — συσπῶν (Vv. 3) 
om O 

3. 454. ἐὰν ἔχῃς (ἔχεις V) — ἁμαρ- 
τιῶν σου c. VM: ἐὰν ἔσται ἔχειν σε, 
ἀπὸ τῶν χειρῶν σου δὸς εἰς ἄφεσιν 
ἁμαρτιῶν σου O | δώσεις (δώσης) λύ- 
towow ὁ. VD: δὸς εἰς λύτρον M | 
5 sq. οὐ διστάσεις --- ἀνταποδότης OM 
O | δοῦναι c. MD: διδόναι V | 6. γνώ- 
oy — ἀνταποδότης om M 

4. 7. χοινωνήσεις δὲ an. ὁ. V : ovy- 
χοινωνήσεις δὲ πάντα OD | 7 sq. χοι- 
νωνήσεις — φρϑαρτοῖς om M, qui post 


ἐνδεόμενον addit : λήψῃ γὰρ τὸν ἄξιον 
μισϑὸν παρὰ τοῦ φιλανϑρώπου ϑεοῦ" 
© ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας" ἀμήν, at- 
que his verbis finem facit, caput pro- 
ximum autem ante caput XII ex- 
hibet | 8. πόσον V | φϑαρτοῖς c. V: 
ϑνητοῖς Ὁ (qui autem in capite se- 
quente Doctrinam exscripsit) D 
XIV. Fere omnia, quae in hoc ca- 
pite leguntur, ex Barnabae epistula 
c. 21 hausta sunt. Ὁ, contra quem 
non solum V et M, sed etiam ver- 
siones faciunt, pro eis ex Doctrina 
exscripsit: Βαρϑολομαῖος εἶπεν" Οὐκ. 
ἀρεῖς τὴν χεῖρά σον ἀπὸ τοῦ υἱοῦ σου 
οὐδὲ ἀπὸ τῆς ϑυγατρός σου, ἀλλ᾽ ἀπὸ 
γεότητος διδάξεις αὐτοὺς τὸν φόβον 
τοῦ κυρίου (D. 4, 9). Ἐξομολογήσῃ 
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quem de lapsu. Nihil enim valent divitiae apud Dominum; non 
enim dignitas praestat neque pulcritudo prodest, sed aequalitas 
omnium apud eum est. In oratione tua ne dubites, utrum fu- 
turum sit an non. Noli porrigere manus tuas ad accipiendum, 
ad dandum vero contrahere. Si habes per manus tuas, dabis 
pretium ad redimenda peccata tua. Non dubitabis dare, neque 
murmurabis, cum das; cognosces enim, quis sit bonus mercedis 
retributor. Non repudiabis indigentem, communicabis autem in 
omnibus cum fratre tuo nec quidquam dices proprium; nam si 
in immortalibus consortes estis, quanto magis in corruptibilibus ? 

XIV. Bartholomaeus dixit: Rogamus vos, fratres, quam- 
diu tempus est et habetis vobiscum, in quos operamini, ne de- 
feceritis in nullo, si facultatem habetis. 2. Prope est enim 
dies Domini, in qua omnia cum malo peribunt; veniet enim 
Dominus et merces eius cum eo. 3. Fiatis vobis legislatores, 
fiatis vobis consiliarii boni, a Deo docti. Custodies, quae ac- 
cepisti, neque addens neque demens. 

XV. Petrus dixit: Fratres, cetera, quae moneantur, Serip- 
turae docebunt, nos vero constituamus, quae nobis praecepta 
sunt. Omnes dixerunt: Petrus loquatur. 

XVI. Petrus dixit: Si paucitas hominum accidit neque iam 
copia adest eorum, qui suffragium de episcopo inter duodecim 
viros eligendo facere valent, ad ecclesias proximas, si quae con- 


τὰ παραπτὠματά σου" οὐχ ἐγκατα-] 1454. ἃ παρέλαβες em coll Μ Ὁ : ἅπερ 
λείψῃ ἐντολὰς κυρίου" οὐ προσελεύσῃ ἔλαβες V --- φυλάξεις xtd.] Barn. 19, 
ἐν προσευχῇ σοὺ ἐν συνειδήσει πονηρᾷ 11. Verba quidem in Doctrina apo- 
(Ὁ. 4, 18. 14): μισήσεις πᾶσαν ὑπό- | stolorum 4,12 leguntur. Auctor au- 
χοισιν χαὶ πᾶν ὃ μὴ ἀρέσχει χυρίῳ᾽ | tem hic potius epistulam Barnabae 
φυλάξῃ δὲ ἃ παρέλαβες, μήτε προσ- | respexisse videtur, ex qua etiam re- 
τιϑεὶς μήτε ὑφαιρῶν. Αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ | liqua capitis pars fluxit. 

ὁδὸς τῆς ζωῆς (D. 4, 12. 18. 14). His| XV. Si respicis 4,1, ubi duarum 
verbis libellus in Ὁ quoque conclu- | viarum mentio fit, hic descriptionem 


ditur, viae mortis exspectas. Auctor autem, 
1. 11. ἐξουσίαν c. M: ἐξοῦ V postquam viam vitae exposuit, eam 
2.15. μετ’ αὐτοῦ c. V et versio- | supervacaneam putasse videtur. 

nibus:om M Barn. XVI, 1. 2. δοκιμάσωσι em : doxe- 


3.13. ξαυτῶν y. νομοϑέται ὁ. versio- μάσαντες V — ἐντὸς δεχαδύο ἀνδρῶν] 
nibus Barn: om V M } 14. ϑεοδίδακτοι | Bickell et ceteri editores haec verba 
c. M versionibus Barn : διδαχτοὶ V | | tanquam epexegesen ad πλῆϑος vel 


20 
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γραφέτωσαν, ὅπως exettev ἐχλεχτοὶ τρεῖς ἄνδρες παραγενόμενοι 
δοχιμῇ δοχιμάσωσι τὸν ἄξιον ὄντα, εἴ τις φήμην χαλὴν ἔχει ἀπὸ 
τῶν ἐθνῶν, εἰ ἀναμάρτητος ὑπάρχει, et φιλόπτωχος, εἰ σώφρων, 
μὴ μέϑυσος, μὴ πόρνος, μὴ πλεονέχτης ἣ λοίδορος ἣ προσωπο- 
λήπτης χαὶ τὰ τούτοις ὅμοια. 2. Καλὸν μὲν εἶναι ἀγύναιος, εἰ δὲ 
abet Yt | ? 
μή; ἀπὸ μιᾶς γυναικός, παιδείας μέτοχος, δυνάμενος “τὰς γραφὰς 
ἑρμηνεύειν, εἰ δὲ ἀγρώμματθε; πραὺς ὑπάρχων, καὶ τῆς ἀγάπης εἰς 


πάντας περισσευέτω, μήποτε περί τινος ἐλεγχϑεὶς ὁ 


τῶν πολλῶν γενηϑείη. 
XVII. Ἰωάννης εἶπεν" 


ἐπίσχοπος ἀπὸ 


ὋὉ xatactatels ἐπίσκοπος, εἰδὼς τὸ 


προσεχὲς χαὶ φιλόϑεον τῶν σὺν αὐτῷ, καταστήσει obs ἐὰν δοχιμάσῃ 


πρεσβυτέρους δύο. 


ὀλιγανδρία retulerunt et vocem ἐντός 
interpretati sunt: infra. Verba etiam 
cum τηφίσασϑαι περὶ ἐπισχόπου Con- 
strui possunt et vox ἐντός verti: in- 
tra vel inter, ita ut duodecim viri 
non tam sint ei, qui eligunt, quam 
el, ex quibus episcopus eligitur. Cum 
illi viri eidem sint cum his, parum 
sane refert, quomodo interpretemur. 
Haec autem interpretatio textui ma- 
gis consentanea esse videtur. Du- 
chesne, PBudlletin critique 1886 p. 363, 
respiciens capita sequentia, ubi de 
ordinatione trium presbyterorum, 
lectoris et trium diaconorum sermo 
est, atque considerans, tot clericos 
in ecclesia, quae nondum numerabat 
duodecim laicos, haud facile ordina- 
tos fuisse, teste autem Pseudocle- 
mente (Recognit. ΠῚ, 66; VI, 15. 
Hom. XI, 36) in nonnullis ecclesiis 
presbyteros duodecim fuisse, in eccle- 
sia Alexandrina e collegio presby- 
terorum episcopum revera semper 
creatum esse, duodecim viros pres- 
byteros declaravit. Interpretatio 
autem non concordat cum capite XVII, 
ubi non duodecim, sed duo vel tres 
presbyteri commemorantur. — ὕπου 


τυγχάνει πεπηγυῖα] Duchesne haec 
verba ad ὀλιγαν δρία referenda esse 
putat. Mihi verba proxime praece- 
dentia explicare videntur. — ἐχλεχτοὶ 
τρεῖς ἄνδρες] Auctor episcopos non 
nominat. Cum autem saeculo iam 
tertio teste Cypriano (Ep. 67, 5 ed. 
Hartel) episcopi vicini vel eiusdem 
provinciae fere ubique praepositi 
eligendi causa convenire soliti essent, 
auctor de episcopis cogitasse videtur. 
— δοκιμάσωσι] Cf. Il Cor. 8, 22. 
I Tim. 3, 10. Doctr. apost. 11, 11; 
12, 1; 15, 1. I Clem. 42,4; 44,2. — 
φήμην χαλὴν χτλ.] Haec fere omnia 
usque ad finem ἜΝ leguntur [Tim. 
3, 2—7; Tit. 1, 6—9; I Cor. 5, il 
(μέϑυσος — aoe Constit. apost. 
II, 1—6. — χαὶ τὰ τούτοις ὅμοια) 
EKadem formula utitur Paulus Gal. 
5, 21. 

2. 8. ὁ ἐπίσχοπος V — χαλὸν χτλ.] 
Auctor I Cor. 7, 26 respexisse vide- 
tur, ubi Paulus scribit, homini bo- 
num esse, si sine uxore sit. — ἀπὸ 
μιᾷς γυναικός] Pitra adnotat: Vel ab- 
sona haec verba sunt vel clare sonant, 
oportere episcopum esse aut caelibem 
autunius uxoris viduum. Interpretatio 
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stituta est, litterae scribantur, ut inde viri tres electi advenientes 
probe probent, quis dignus sit, an bonam habeat famam apud 
gentiles, an insons exsistat, an pauperum studiosus, an prudens, 
non ebriosus, non fornicator, non avarus vel contumeliosus vel 
personarum acceptor et cetera id genus. 2. Bonum quidem est, 
eum esse sine uxore; sin minus, unius uxoris sit; doctrinae sit 
particeps, idoneus Scripturarum interpres; si vero litterarum 
expers sit, mitis sit et caritate erga omnes superabundet, ne 


unquam de aliqua re episcopus 


a multis arguatur. 


XVII. loannes dixit: Qui institutus fuit episcopus, consi- 


derato studio ac caritate eorum, 


presbyteros, quos probaverit. 


autem non est prorsus recta. Cum 
verba ἀπὸ μιᾶς γυναιχός voci ayt- 
vewog Opponantur, non denotant ac- 
curate: viduum unius wxoris esse, 
sed potius: unius uxoris virum esse, 
sive uxor vivat sive mortua fuerit. 
Epiphanius Expos. fid. c. 20 distincte 
dicit, diaconissas, nisi sint ἀειπάρ- 
ϑενοι, χηρευσάσας ἀπὸ μονογαμίας 
esse debere. Cf. Theol. Quartalschrift 
1882 p. 400. Auctor igitur nihil 
alind praecipit ac Paulus apostolus 
I Tim. 3, 2 verbis μιᾶς γυναιχὸς ἄνδρα. 
Id tantum, si vox ἀπό urgeatur, di- 
cendum est, eum velle, ut episcopus, 
semel maritatus, cum uxore non tan- 
quam maritus, sed tanquam frater 
vivat. Cum expressio autem sit 
plane inusitata, interpretatio non est 
certa. Versio Aethiopica habet: Bo- 
num quidem (esset), si sine uxore 
ageret ; 51 vero uxorem duxisset unam, 
priusquam constitueretur episcopus, 
maneat cum illa. — παιδείας μέτο- 
yoo χτλ.] Similiter Constit. apost. II, 
1: ἔστω οὖν (6 énloxonoc), εἰ δυνα- 
τόν, πεπαιδευμένος, 11, 5: πολυδίδακ- 
τος, μελετῶν zal σπουδάζων ἐν ταῖς 


κυριαχαῖς βίβλοις, πολὺς ἐν ἀπ πῶσ! 


qui cum eo sunt, instituet duos 


μασιν, ἵνα τὰς γραφὰς ἐπιμελῶς Eoun- 
γνεύῃ, Τ|,1: εἰ δὲ ἡ ἀγράμματος, ἀλλ᾽ 
οὖν ἔμπειρος τοῦ λόγου, χαϑήχων τῇ 
ἡλικίᾳ. Episcopi illiterati saeculis 
prioribus haud rari erant. Htiam in 
synodo Ephesina a. 449 duo episcopi 
aderant, qui scribendi non erant pe- 
riti. Paulus I Tim. 3, 2 et Tit. 1, 9 
episcopum doctorem (didaxtixdy) esse 
vult et amplectentem eum qui se- 
cundum doctrinam est fidelem ser- 
monem, ut potens sit exhortari in 
doctrina sana et eos, qui contradi- 
cunt, arguere; de contrario autem 
tacet. — τῇ ἀγάπῃ εἰς a. π.] Cf. 
I Thess. 3, 12: ὑμᾶς δὲ 6 κύριος... 
περισσεύσαι TH ἀγάπῃ εἰς πάντας. --- 
ἀπὸ τῶν πολλῶν] scil. ἀπὸ τοῦ πλή- 
Hove, qua voce auctor utitur capitulo 
ineunte. 

XVII. δύο] Hilgenfeld hic et c. 18 
seribit δεχαδύο, pro τρεῖς ponit xd’ 
(= εἴχοσι καὶ τέσσαρες) Non est 
autem mutandum. Voces δύο et τρεῖς 
non solum codice Vindobonensi, sed 
etiam versionibus traduntur. Auctor 
praeterea seniores Apocalypsis viginti 
quattuor non ideo allegat, ut toti- 
dem ministros instituendos esse de- 


σι 
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XVIII. Πάντες ἀντεῖπον, ὅτι οὐ δύο, ἀλλὰ τρεῖς - εἴκοσι γὰρ 
χαὶ τέσσαρές stor πρεσβύτεροι, δώδεχα ex δεξιῶν χαὶ δώδεχα ἐξ 
εὐωνύμων. 2. Ἰωάννης εἶπεν: Καλῶς ὑπεμνήσατε, ἀδελφοί of μὲν 
γὰρ ἐκ δεξιῶν δεχόμενοι ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρχαγγέλων τὰς φιάλας προσ- 
φέρουσι τῷ δεσπότῃ, οἱ δὲ ἐξ ἀριστερῶν ἐπέχουσι τῷ πλήϑει τῶν 


ἀγγέλων. 


9. Δεῖ οὖν εἶναι τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους ἤδη χεχρονικότας 


ἐπὶ τῷ κόσμῳ, τρόπῳ τινὶ ἀπεχομένους τῆς πρὸς γυναῖκας συνελεύ- 


monstret; sed, αὖ verba δώδεχα ἐξ 
δεξιῶν χτλ. c. 18 indicant, id prae- 
sertim probare vult, duas episcopi 
vel altaris partes numero ministro- 
rum pari obtinendas esse. Prorsus 
denique a similitudine abhorret, auc- 
torem ut viginti quattuor presbyteri 
ordinentur velle, cum e. 16 ecclesias 
minimas respexerit. 

XVII, 1. εἴχοσι γὰρ καὶ τέσσαρες] 
Cf. Apoc. 4, 4. 10. Partem autem 
seniorum a dextris, partem a sinistris 
esse, 8. Scriptura non dicit, sed auc- 
tor addit. Argumentatio mira est, 


et alii locum aliter interpretati sunt. 


Krawutzcky, Theol. (Quartalschrift 
1882 p. 400 sq., coniecit, verba πάν- 
τες — tosic et Ἰωάννης — ἀδελφοί 
(v.2) a compilatore libri de suo ad- 
dita, cetera autem ex scriptura ali- 
qua vetere hausta esse, in qua de- 
cretum fuisset: duos saltem presby- 
teros instituendos et alteri a dextris, 
alteri a sinistris episcopo ministran- 
dum esse, similiter atque in caelo 
duodecim seniores a dextris essent, 
duodecim a sinistris. Idem Harnack 
censuit, textum scripturae veteris re- 
stituens. Aegre autem quis credat, 
tantopere compilatorem ordinem 
evertisse, idque eo minus, quo faci- 
lius harmoniam numerorum servare 
potuit, sive numerum traditum re- 
tinebat, sive voci δύο vocem τέσσα- 
oeg substituebat. Aut fortasse om- 


nino numerum δύο amovere ac nu- 


/merum τρεῖς inducere voluit ὃ Equi- 
dem hoc non sentio. 


Itaque omnia 
eidem aaictori adiudicanda sunt, et 
numerus τρεῖς inde repetendus esse 
videtur, quod infra c. 20 tres diaconi 
commemorantur. Auctor habet ergo 
bis trinos clericos, qui cum duodenis 
senioribus Apocalypsis componi pos- 
sint. Cf. Bulletin critique 1886 p. 
365 sq. Ne opponas, Constit. apost. 
VIII, 12 init. presbyteros proprie 
dictos a dextris et a sinistris alta- 
ris stantes commemorari. Ordo haud 
dubie in singulis ecclesiis diversus 
erat, in maioribus alius atque in mi- 
noribus. Praeterea in scriptura illa 
quoque 1. c. diaconis non solum mi- 
nisterium ad altare exercendum at- 
tribuitur, cum scriptura nostra, nisi 
pars seniorum de diaconis intelle- 
gitur, munus eiusmodi non agnoscat, 
sed etiam locus ex utraque parte al- 


'taris assignatur, eis scilicet, quibus 


muscae a poculis abigendae erant. 
Denique notandum est, ea, quae auc- 
tor hic dicit, olim nonnunquam in 
ecclesiis depicta fuisse. In memo- 
riam libet revocare opus illud mu- 
sivum, quo paries supra arcum trium- 
phalem erectus basilicae 8. Pauli 
extra Urbis muros instinctu S, Leo- 
nis [ papae et munificentia Placidiae 
reginae ornatus est. 

2. In Apocalypsi, ut iam ex ad- 
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XVIII. Omnes oblocuti sunt: Non duos, sed tres; viginti 
enim et quattuor sunt seniores, duodecim a dextris et duodecim 


a sinistris. 


2. Ioannes dixit: Bene admonuistis , fratres. 


Qui 


enim a dextris sunt, accipientes ab archangelis phialas offerunt 
Domino; qui autem a sinistris, praesunt multitudini angelorum. 
9. Oportet igitur presbyteros iam aetate provectos esse in mundo, 
aliquo abstinentes modo a mulierum consortio, promptos ad 


notatione praecedente apparet, inter | velit sacerdotio fungi, non solum 


seniores non fit discrimen, sed senio- 
res viginti quattuor simul semper 
commemorantur. 


5, 8. 14; 11, 6; 19,4. Auctor haec | 


igitur de suo addidit. Archangeli 
in sacro libro nec semel nominan- 
tur. Unde clare patet, auctori mi- 


Cf Apoc. 4, 4. 10; | 


nus numerum εἰχοσι τέσσαρες quam | 


duas partes aequales curae fuisse. 
3. 6. τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους : ante haec 
verba in codice pars lineae tertia 
rasa est, Hilgenfeld praemittit xd’ — 
δεῖ οὖν εἶναι τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους] Qua- 
les presbyteros proprie dictos esse 
oporteat, praeter auctorem nostrum 
saeculis tribus prioribus Polycarpus 
solus in epistula ad Philippenses c. 6 
exponit, ceteroquin ab iis, quae hic 
leguntur, haud parum divergens. 
Mihi quidem Polycarpus 1. ¢. de illis 
dicere videtur, non de presbyteris- 
episcopis, ut Harnack censet. Paulus 
I Tim. 2, 2—7 et Tit. 1, 5—9 de 
episcopis vel de presbyteris-episcopis 
agit , inter episcopos et presbyteros 
_ non discernens. Auctor Constitutio- 
num apostolorum de presbyteris plu- 
ribus locis dicit; quales autem eos 
oporteat esse, nusquam distincte di- 
cit. Pseudoathanasius vero vel auc- 
tor Syntagmatis doctrinae c. 8(Migne, 
Patr. gr. t. 28 p. 843) presbyteris 
praecepta accuratiora dat. Seribit 
enim: Si sacerdos quispiam accurate 


_praecepta superiora servet (scilicet 
ea, quae monachos reliquosque Chri- 
stianos spectant), sed insuper sit so- 
brius, sedulus, patiens, mansuetus, 


‘orphanorum et pauperum et hospi- 


tum et bonorum amans, quietus, fir- 
mus fide et sententia et verbo, abs- 
tinens a muliere; gregem ne negle- 


σοῦ, ne quempiam exsecretur, perso- 
‘nam ne accipiat, omnes coarguat; 


ne sinat ullam scabiosam in ovili 
ovem, sed per paenitentiam eam pur- 
get, atque ita in ovile recipiat; sciat, 
quo pacto singulos pascere, quae 
praecepta viduis, quae monachis, 
quae laicis, quae catechumenis tra- 
dere debeat etc. — χεχρονιχότας] 
Synodi veteres decernunt, ante ae- 
tatem triginta annorum neminem 
presbyterum (Neocaesar.c.11 Aurel. 
538 c. 6) aut episcopum vel presby- 
terum (Agath. 506 c.17. Arelat. 524 
6. 1) ordinandum esse. Auctor noster 
aetatem maiorem praescribere vide- 
tur. Constitutiones apostolorum I, 1 
volunt, ut episcopus quinquaginta 
annos natus sit. — τρόπῳ τινὶ ἀπ- 
ἐχομένους κτλ.] Phrasis τρόπῳ τινί in 
Constitutionibus apostolorum II, 1 
et III, 1 legitur. Harnack interpre- 
tatur: convenienter (= χατὰ τρόπον) 
et censet, presbyteris consortium mu- 
lierum plane interdictum, episcopis 
et diaconis ab auctore concessum esse, 
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σεως, εὐμεταδότους εἰς τὴν ἀδελφότητα, πρόσωπον ἀνθρώπου μὴ 
λαμβάνοντας, συμμύστας τοῦ ἐπισκόπου χαὶ συνεπιμάχους, συναϑροί- 
ζοντας τὸ πλῆϑος, προϑυμουμένους τὸν ποιμένα. 4. Οἱ δὲ ἐκ δε- 
ξιῶν πρεσβύτεροι προνοήσονται τῶν ἐπισκόπων πρὸς τὸ ϑυσιαστή- 
ριον, ὅπως τιμήσωσι χαὶ ἐντιμηϑῶσιν, εἰς ὃ ἂν δέῃ. Οἱ ἐξ ἀριστε- 
ρῶν πρεσβύτεροι προνοήσονται τοῦ πλήϑους, ὅπως εὐσταϑὴς καὶ 
ἀϑόρυβος εἴη, πρῶτον μεμαϑηκὼς ἐν πάσῃ ὑποταγῇ. 5. Εἰ δέ τις 
νουϑετούμενος αὐϑαδῶς ἀποκχριϑῇ, τὸ ἕν ποιήσαντες of ἐπὶ τῷ 


ϑυσιαστηρίῳ τὸν τοιοῦτον μετὰ ἴσης βουλῆς, ὃ ἂν 
σάτωσαν, ἵνα nat of λοιποὶ φόβον ἔχωσι, μήποτε 


ἡ ἄξιον, δικα- 
ἑνὸς πρόσωπον 


λάβωσι, καὶ ἐπὶ πλεῖον νεμηϑῇ ὡς γάγγραινα, καὶ αἰχμαλωτισϑῶσι 


Ol πάντες. 


XIX. Ἰάχωβος εἶπεν: ᾿Αναγνώστης χκαϑιστανέσϑω πρῶτον 
δοχιμῇ δεδοχιμασμένος, py γλωσσοχόπος, μὴ μέϑυσος μηδὲ γελω- 
τολόγος, εὔτροπος, εὐπειϑής, εὐγνώμων, ἐν ταῖς χυριαχαῖς συνόδοις 
πρῶτος σύνδρομος, εὐήχοος, διηγητικός, εἰδώς, ὅτι εὐαγγελιστοῦ 


Interpretationi autem vox tii ad-| videntur. 


versatur. Auctor potius vult, ut pres- 
byteri consortio uxorum quodammodo 
vel quam maxime abstineant. — 
ovuubote| Vox apud veteres satis 
usitata. Jam Ignatius Eph. 12,2 ea 
utitur, Ephesios Pauli symmystas 
appellans, quia ab apostolo myste- 
riis divini consilii et christianae ve- 
ritatis initiati erant. Quod hic pres- 
byteri symmistae episcopi nominan- 
tur, id inde maxime repetendum est, 
quod episcopum in mysteriis admi- 


nistrandis adiuvant. — ποιμένα] i. 6. 
episcopum. 
4. 6. εὐσταϑής : add 7 V, εὐστα- 


ϑήσῃ em Lagarde — ὅπως τιμήσωσι 
χαὶ ἐντιμηϑῶσιν] Respiciens senten- 
tiam sequentem Harnack vocem ἐπί- 
ozomo. supplendam esse putat, ac 
vertit: ut munera distribuant et ac- 
cipiant. Revera ibi subiectum est 
τὸ πλῆϑος, Non οἱ πρεσβύτεροι. Haec 
autem verba potius ad πρεσβύτεροι 
quam ad ἐπισχύπων referenda esse 


Interpretatio illa etiam 
ideo reprobanda est, quia vox τιμᾶν 
denotat: munera vel dona dare, non 
autem: dona (data) distribuere. Con- 
stitutionibus apostolorum IT, 28 et 
III, 1 versio Harnackiana non pro- 
batur. — ot ἐξ ἀριστερῶν πρεσβύτε- 
oor] 1. 6. diaconi. Auctor autem voce 
πρεσβύτεροι utitur, quia presbyteros 
et diaconos ecclesiae terrestris cum 
senioribus Apocalypsis vel ecclesiae 
caelestis comparat; eumque revera 
hic non de presbyteris, sed de dia- 
conis cogitare, inde apparet, quod 
Constit. apost. II, 57 idem officium 
diaconis adiudicatur, quod hic se- 
nioribus adscribitur, scilicet ut or- 
dinem et quietem populi conservent. 
— μεμαϑηκὼς ἐν πάσῃ ὑποταγῇ] Cf. 
I Tim. 2, 11: γυνὴ ἐν ἡσυχίᾳ μανϑα- 
γέτω ἐν πάσῃ ὑποταγῇ. 

5. 9. ἦ δι: εἰ V| 10. ἔχωσι em: 
ἔχουσι V -- - τὸ ἕν π. οἱ ἐπὶ τῷ ϑυ- 
σιαστηρίῳ] i.e. episcopus et presby- 
teri a dextris stantes in collegio con- 
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largiendum fratribus, personam hominis non accipientes, cum 
episcopo consortes mysterii ac pugnae, congregantes multitudi- 
nem, studiose prosequentes pastorem. 4. Qui a dextris sunt 
seniores, episcopis providebunt in sacrificio, ut honorent et ho- 
norentur, quantum opus sit. Qui a sinistris sunt seniores, pro- 
videbunt plebi, ut quieta et sine tumultu sit, primum erudita 
in omni subiectione. 5. Si quis autem monitus arroganter re- 
sponderit, qui ad altare sunt, in unum convenientes in talem 
cum aequo consilio, quod iustum est, decernant, ut et reliqui 
metum habeant, ne ullius unquam personam accipiant et malum 
accrescat ut cancer et capiantur omnes. 

XIX. Jacobus dixit: Lector instituatur, qui primum probe 
fuerit probatus, non lingua mordax, non ebrius neque scurrilia 
effutiens, bonis moribus, oboediens, intellegens, in conventibus 
dominicis primus accurrens, qui facile audiatur et prompte legat, 


gregati; id enim verba οἱ ἐπὶ t@| prius quam de diacono egerit. Cf. quae 
ϑυσιαστηρίῳ denotant, non vero, pres- de hac re dixi in Prolegomenis. — 


byteros a dextris stantes in unum 
convenire cum presbyteris a sinistris 
stantibus vel cum diaconis. Diaconi 
ergo iudicii exercendi participes non 
esse videntur. — νεμηϑῇ ὡς γάγγραι- 
γα] Cf. 11 Tim. 2, 17. Constit. apost. 
Il, 41. — αἰχμαλωτισϑῶσι Cf. II Tim. 
3, 6. Ign. Philad. 2, 2. 

XIX. ἀναγνώστης] Ex hoc loco 
Harnack conclusit, tempore antiquis- 
simo, i. 6, usque ad annum 200 cir- 
citer, lectorem ordinem obtinuisse 
ante diaconum. Sententia vero ne- 
que verisimilis neque probata est. 
Argumenta ex aliis scripturis ad eam 
confirmandam allata satis infirma 
sunt. Ex hoc autem loco nihil col- 
ligendum est. Nequaquam enim hance 
scripturae partem altera saeculi se- 
cundi parte vel eo tempore, quo ille 
ordo etiam viguisse dicitur, ortum 
habere certum est. Praeterea haud 
difficile est ad explicandum, qua ra- 
tione auctor de lectore hoc loco vel 

Doctr. apost, ed. Funk, 


χαϑιστανέσϑω] Harnack compilato- 
rem hie vocem εἷς delevisse censet, 
quam in vetere scriptura lectam esse 
conicit. Sed neque hic neque supra 
18, 1 textus mutatus esse putandus 
est. — χυρ. συνόδοις] i. e. congrega- 
tionibus fidelium die dominica ad 
liturgiam celebrandam factis. 
διηγητικός] Harnack hanc vocem de 
facultate Scripturae lectae explican- 
dae interpretatur. Mihi vox potius 
artem recitandi denotare videtur. 
Etiamsi enim nonnunguam accidere 
potuit, ut lector Scripturam interpre- 
taretur, in universum hoc munus 
aliis viris incubuit. — εὐαγγελιστοῦ] 
Cum evangelistis lector comparatur, 
quippe qui illorum libros praelegat. 
Vox hic eodem sensu adhibita esse 
videtur, quo ea usus est Pseudo-Ori- 
genes De recta in Deum fide ed. De 
la Rue I, 807 ἢ. Alium sensum ha- 
bet Eph. 4, 11; Act. 21, 8; IJ Tim. 
4, 5 (ἔργον ποίησον εὐαγγελιστοῦ) et 
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τόπον epyaCeta 6 γὰρ ἐμπιπλῶν ὦτα μὴ νοοῦντος ἔγγραφος λο- 
γισϑήσεται παρὰ τῷ ϑεῷ. 

XX. Ματϑαῖος εἶπεν Διάχονοι καϑιστάσϑωσαν [τρεῖς] " γέ- 
γραπται" “Ent τριῶν σταϑήσεται πᾶν ῥῆμα xvptov. 2. "Ἑστωσαν 
δεδοχιμασμένοι πάσῃ διακονίᾳ, μεμαρτυρημένοι παρὰ τοῦ πλήϑους, 
μονόγαμοι, τεχνοτρόφοι, σώφρονες, ἐπιεικεῖς, ἥσυχοι, μὴ γόγγυσοι, 
μὴ δίγλωσσοι, μὴ ὀργίλοι, ὀργὴ γὰρ ἀπόλλυσιν ἄνδρα φρόνιμον, 
μὴ πρόσωπον πλουσίου λαμβάνοντες μηδὲ πένητα χαταδυναστεύοντες 
μηδὲ οἴνῳ πολλῷ χρώμενοι, εὔσχυλτοι. 8. τῶν χρυφίων ἔργων 
χαλοὶ προτρεπτιχοί, ἐπαναγχάζοντες τοὺς ἔχοντας τῶν ἀδελφῶν 
ἁπλοῦν τὰς χεῖρας, xat αὐτοὶ εὐμετάδοτοι, κοινωνικοί, πάσῃ τιμῇ 
χαὶ ἐντροπῇ χαὶ φόβῳ τιμώμενοι ἀπὸ τοῦ πλήϑους, ἐπιμελῶς προσ- 
ἔχοντες τοῖς ἀτάκτως περιπατοῦσιν, ods μὲν νουϑετοῦντες, οὃς δὲ 
παρακαλοῦντες, ods δὲ ἐπιτιμῶντες τοὺς δὲ καταφρονοῦντας τε- 
λέως παραπεμπόμενοι, εἰδότες, ὅτι of ἀντίλογοι καὶ καταφρονηταὶ 
χαὶ λοίδοροι Χριστῷ ἀντετάξαντο. 

XXI. Κυηφᾶς εἶπεν- Χῆραι χαϑιστανέσϑωσαν τρεῖς αἱ δύο 
προσμένουσαι τῇ προσευχῇ περὶ πάντων τῶν ἐν πείρᾳ καὶ πρὸς τὰς 


apud Eusebium Η, E. III, 37; V, 10. 


Cf. adnot. ad Doctrin. apost. 11,3. —. 


ἔγγραφος xti.] Cf. I Clem. 45,8. Herm. 
Sim. V, 3, 2.8. Clem. Alex. De div. 
serv. c. 2]. 

XX, 1, χαϑιστάσϑωσαν τρεῖς] Vox 
τρεῖς οὖ ἴῃ codice Vindobonensi et in 
versionibus deest. Littera γ΄ autem, 
quae numerum graece denotat, ante 
γέγραπται facillime omitti potuit, 
et contextus omnino hic poscere vi- 
detur, ut vox ponatur. Versio Cop- 
tica post χαϑιστάσϑωσαν quidem ha- 
bet: tribus eorum vitam testantibus. 
Auctor vero haud dubie indicare vo- 
luit, quot diaconi, non quomodo eli- 
gendi essent. Cf. 18, 1.2; 21,1. — 
ἐπὶ τριῶν χτλ.] Deut. 19, 15. Matth. 
18, 16. If Cor. 18, 1. Vox xveiov 
neque a scriptoribus sacris neque ab 
interpretibus exhibetur, et suspicio- 
nem haud exiguam movet, cum re- 


vera non de verbo Domini, sed de 
verbo vel lite hominum sermo sit. 
Nolui autem mutare. 

2. Auctor plura ex 1 Tim. 8, 8—13 
sumpsit, cum apostoli verbis cum 
aliis utens. — δεδοχιμασμένοι 1. J.) 
1 Tim. 3, 10: δοκιμαζέσϑωσαν πρῶ- 
τον, εἶτα διαχονείτωσαν. — μεμαρτυ- 
ρημένοι π. τ. πλήϑους) Diaconis ergo 
testimonium fidelium tantum opus 
est; episcopos vero etiam apud gen- 
tiles bonam famam habere oportet, 
ut auctor dixit 16, 1. — κονόγαμοι, 
τεχνοτρόφοι] 1 Tim. 3, 12: διάχονοι 
ἔστωσαν μιᾶς γυναιχὸς ἄνδρες, τέχ- 
vor χαλῶς προϊστάμενοι καὶ τῶν ἰδίων 
οἴχων. --- ἐπιεικεῖς . . μὴ ὀργίλοι] Haec 
Paulus, 1 ‘Tim.,3, 3 et Tit. 1 Ὅ6. 
episcopo dicit. — μὴ diyAwooo.. - 
μηδὲ οἴνῳ π. yo.) 1 Tim. 38, 8: μὴ 
διλόγους, μὴ οἴνῳ πολλῷ προσέχοντας. 
— ὀργὴ κτλ! Prov. 15, 1: ὀργὴ ἀπόλ- 
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memor evangelistae loco se operari. Qui enim aures implet non 
intellegentis, inscriptus putabitur apud Deum. 

XX. Matthaeus dixit: Diaconi instituantur [tres]; scriptum 
est: In tribus stabit omne verbum Domini, 2. Sint probati in 
omni ministerio, testimonium habentes a plebe, unius uxoris 
viri, filiorum nutritores, prudentes, modesti, placidi, non mur- 
murantes, non bilingues, non iracundi, ira enim perdit virum 
sapientem, non personam divitis accipientes neque pauperem 
opprimentes neque vino multo indulgentes, agiles; 3. qui ad 
oceulta opera bene adhortentur, cogant opulentos inter fratres, 
ut manus expandant, et ipsi sint munifici, largitores, omni ho- 
nore et verecundia et timore honorentur a plebe, diligenter at- 
tendant in eos, qui inordinate circumeunt, alios admonentes, 
alios consolantes, alios increpantes, eos qui omnia omnino sper- 
nunt missos facientes, memores contradictores et contemptores 
et calumniatores Christo restitisse. 

XXI. Cephas dixit: Viduae instituantur tres; duae per- 
severent in oratione pro omnibus, qui in tentatione sunt, et re- 


Avo. χαὶ φρονίμους. Constitutiones | ataxtwg περιπατοῦσιν) Cf. Il Thess. 


apost. II, 3 eadem de episcopo dicunt. 
— μὴ πρόσωπον --- χαταδυναστεύον- 
τες] Constit. apost. 11, 5 episcopus 
admonetur: ἔστω 6 ἐπίσχοπος ἀπρο- 
σωπόληπτος, μήτε πλούσιον ἐντρεπό- 
μενος ἢ κολαχεύων παρὰ τὸ προσῆκον, 
μήτε πένητα παρορῶν ἢ κχαταδυνασ- 
τεύων. Cf. etiam Doctr. apost. 5, 2. 
--- evoxvato.] Constit. apost. IIT, 15 
19 haec vox ter te diacono adhibe- 
tur, IT, 3 etiam de episcopo. 

3. τῶν χρυφίων ἔργων] i. e. elee- 
mosynarum, quas Dominus Matth. 
6, 3. 4 vult in abscondito esse. Se- 
cundum Canon. Hippol. V diaconis 
inprimis etiam hominibus occulta 
egestate pressis providendum est. — 
εὐμετάδοτοι, χοινωνιχοί] 1 Tim. 6, 18 
Paulus divitibus praecipit, εὐμετα- 
δότους εἶναι, χοινωνικούς. — τιμώ- 
μενοι] Cf. Doctr. apost. 15, 2, — 


3, 6.11. — νουϑετοῦντες] Cf. I Thess. 
5, 14: vovGersite τοὺς ἀτάχτους. --- 
παραχαλοῦντες . . ἐπιτιμῶντες] Cf. I] 
Tim. 4, 2. — ΟΧριστῷ ἀντετάξαντο] 
Cf. Luc. 10, 16. 

XXI, 1. 18. τῶν om V — De viduis 
tanquam ordine ecclesiastico iam 
Paulus I Tim. 5, 3—16 agit et prae- 
ter plura alia id requirit (v. 9), ut 
vidua sit annos sexaginta nata et 
unius viri uxor. Praecepta accura- 
tiora de viduis dat auctor Constitu- 
tionum apostolorum III, 1—15. Igna- 
tius Smyrn. 13, 1 virgines comme- 
morat vocatas viduas, 1. 6. virgines, 
quae ideo appellabantur viduae, quia 
coetui viduarum adscriptae erant. 
Origenes in Ioann. 32, 7 (de la Rue 
IV, 422) viduam*in honorem eccle- 
'siasticum connumeratam vel recep- 
tam (χαταλεγομένη εἰς ἐχκλησιαστιχὴν 
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ἀποχαλύψεις περὶ od ἂν δέῃ" 2. μία δὲ παρεδρεύουσα ταῖς ἐν ταῖς 
γόσοις πειραζομέναις, εὐδιάκονος ἦ, νηπτιχή, τὰ δέοντα ἀπαγγέλ- 
λουσα τοῖς πρεσβυτέροις, μὴ αἰσχροχερδῆς, μὴ οἴνῳ πολλῷ προσ- 
ἔχουσα, ἵνα δύνηται νήφειν πρὸς τὰς νυχτερινὰς ὑπηρεσίας, καὶ 
εἴ τις ἑτέρα βούλοιτο ἐργαγαϑεῖν: καὶ γὰρ ταῦτα πρῶτα χυρίου 
ἡησαυρίσματά εἰσιν ἀγαθά. ' 
XXII. ᾿Ανδρέας εἶπεν: Διάχονοι ἐργάται τῶν χαλῶν ἔργων 
γυχϑήμερον ἐπελεύσονται πανταχοῦ, pte πένητα ὑπεροπτεύοντες 
pte πλούσιον προσωποληπτοῦντες, ἐπιγνώσονται τὸν ϑλιβόμενον, 
χαὶ Ex τῆς λογίας οὐ παραπέμψονται " 2. ἐπαναγχάσουσι τοὺς δυ- 
γαμένους ἀποϑησαυρίζειν εἰς ἔργα ἀγαϑά, προορῶντας τοὺς λόγους 
τοῦ διδασχάλου ἡμῶν Hiseté με πεινῶντα χαὶ οὐχ ἐθϑρέψατέ με- 
οἱ γὰρ χαλῶς διαχονήσαντες χαὶ ἀμέμπτως τόπον ἑαυτοῖς προσ- 


ποιοῦνται τὸν ποιμενικχόν. 


ΧΧΤΠ. Φίλιππος εἶπεν. Ὃ λαϊχὸς τοῖς λαϊκοῖς πράγμασι 
περιπειϑέσθω ὑποτασσόμενος τοῖς παρεδρεύουσι τῷ ϑυσιαστηρίῳ. 
- ~ SS 4 2) ΙΑ ~ ~ Ἁ ~ 
2. “Exaotog τῷ ἰδίῳ τόπῳ ἀρεσχέτω TH ϑεῷ, μὴ φιλεχϑροῦντες 


ἀλλήλοις περὶ τῶν τεταγμένων, 


τιμήν, κατατετάχϑαι εἰς ἐχκλ. τ.) appel- 
lat. Pseudoclemens quoque ordinis 
viduarum (Recogn. VI, 15) vel τοῦ 
χηρικοῦ (Hom. XI, 36 mentionem fa- 
cit. Ordo viduarum permansit usque 
ad aevum medium, quo viduae in 
monasterlis congregatae brevi mo- 
nachae fiebant. Cf. Real-Encyklo- 
pddie der christl. Altert. ed. Kraus 
II, 947 sqq. — προσμένουσαι τ. xo.] 
I Tim. 5,5: 4 δὲ ὄντως χήρα... προσ- 
μένει ταῖς δεήσεσιν χαὶ ταῖς προσευ- 
χαῖς νυχτὸς χαὶ ἡμέρας. Cf. Constit. 
apost. III, 5. --- ἀποχαλύψεις] sunt 
revera revelationes, non denudatio- 
nes corporis (sc. in sacramento bap- 
tismi administrando) vel similia, ut 
putavit Bickell. 

2. 2. 7:79 V | 4. dbvare V | 5. πρῶτα 
χυρίου : con παρὰ τῷ χυρίῳ Pitra — μὴ 
αἰσχροχερδής, μὴ οἴνῳ π. πρ.] 1 Tim. 
3, 8 de diacono dicitur. Praeceptum 


ἕχαστος ἐν ᾧ ἐχλήϑη παρὰ τῷ 


apte in hoc versu ponitur, in quo 


non tam de vidua quam de diaco- 


nissa sermo fit. — ἑτέρα] Ita cum V 
et versionibus, praesertim Coptica, 
legendum esse prodit etiam vox τίς. 
Alias lectio ἕτερα praeferenda sit, 
ut emendavit Harnack. Auctor ergo 
de vidua loquitur, quae viduam ter- 
tiam vel diaconissam adiuvet, sive 
cogitat de una ex duabus, quae ora- 
tioni vacant, sive de vidua in cata- 
logo ecclesiastico non recepta. 

XXII, 1. 8. ἐπελεύσονται : ἐπελεύ- 
covte V, appropinquantes C, om A, 
ἐπιλεύσοντες editores plures. — διά- 
xovor ἐργάται τ. x. ξ] Cf. Constit. 
apost. III, 15: τῆς δικαιοσύνης ἐργά- 
τας διακόνους. — ἐχ τ. hoylac] i. e. 
ex pecunia ad egenos adiuvandos 
collecta. Cf. I Cor. 16, 1. 2. Iust. 
Apol. I, 67. Tert. Apolog. ο: 39. 

2. τοὺς δυναμένους ἀποϑ. εἰς ἔργα 
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velationum causa, si quae opus sunt; 2. una adsidens mulieribus 
morbo tentatis, bona ministra, sobria, necessaria nuntians pres- 
byteris, non turpis lucri cupida, non multo vino dedita, ut possit 
vigilare in nocturnis ministeris, et si quae alia benefacere velit; 
etenim hi primi Domini thesauri sunt boni. 

XXII. Andreas dixit: Diaconi operatores bonorum operum, 
noctu dieque circumibunt ubique, neque pauperem despicientes 
neque divitis personam accipientes, agnoscent oppressum neque 
a collecta excludent; 2. eos vero, quibus facultates sunt, cogent 
in bonis operibus thesaurizare, considerantes verba magistri 
nostri: Vidistis me esurientem, et non nutrivistis me. Qui enim 
bene ministraverunt et inculpabiliter, locum sibi vindicant pa- 
storalem. 

XXIII. “Philippus dixit: Laicus negotiis saecularibus in- 
serviat, eis subditus, qui altari adsident. 2. Unusquisque proprio 
suo loco placeat Deo, alius alii non succensens propter insti- 
tutum ordinem, unusquisque, in quo vocatus est a Domino. 


ἀ] Cf. I Tim. 6, 17—19: τοῖς πλου- 
σίοις ἐν τῷ νῦν αἰῶνι παράγγελλε.. 
ἀγαϑοεργεῖν, πλουτεῖν ἐν ἔργοις χα- 
λοῖς .. ἀποϑησαυρίζοντας ξαυτοῖς ϑε- 
μέλιον χακόν. --- διδασχάλου ἡμῶν] 
Cf. 26, 1. Eadem voce Iustinus et 
auctor Constitutionum apostolorum 
Christum saepe appellant. Cf. Apo- 
log. I, 4, 12. 18. 19, 21. 32. Constit. 
apost. ILI, 6, 7.19 ete. — εἰδετε xtA.] 
Matth. 25, 35—44, Auctor verba 
Matth. 25, 37 maxime secutus est. — 
ot γὰρ χτλ.] 1 Tim. 8, 18, ubi autem 
pro τόπον τὸν ποιμενιχόν legitur 
βαϑμὸν καλόν. Auctor etiam I Clem. 
44, 3.5: λειτουργήσαντας ἀμέμπτως, 
respexisse videtur. 

XXII, 1. 16. περιπειϑέσϑω em: 
περιποιϑέσϑω V — I Clem. 40,5: 6 
λαϊκὸς ἄνθρωπος τοῖς λαϊκοῖς προσ- 
τάγμασιν δέδεται. Cf. quae ad hune 
locum adnotavi. — τοῖς παρεδρεύουσι 


τῷ ϑυσιαστηρίῳ] Kisdem verbis utitur 
Paulus I Cor. 9, 13. 

2. ἕχαστος xtd.] I Clem. 41, 1: 
ἕχαστος ἡμῶν ἐν τῷ ἰδίῳ τάγματι 
εὐαρεστείτω (vel εὐχαριστείτω cod. 
Alex.) τῷ ϑεῷ... μὴ παρεχβαίνων τὸν 
ὡρισμένον τῆς λειτουργίας αὐτοῦ χα- 
γόνα. Cf. 40, 5, ubi Clemens etiam 
phrasi ἰδιος 6 τόπος utitur. Tribus 
ergo locis vel quattuor (cf. 12, 2; 
22,2; 23, 1) auctor proxime ad huius 
epistulam ad Corinthios accedit, ita 
ut eum epistulam legisse iure con- 
cludamus. — &aotoc] Versiones ad- 
dunt: currat (A) vel maneat (C). 
I Cor. 7, 24 Paulus scribit: ἕχαστος 
ἐν ᾧ ἐχλήϑη, ἀδελφοί, ἐν τούτῳ με- 
vétw παρὰ ϑεῷ. Hunc locum respi- 
ciens Harnack post ἐχλήϑη inserit: 
ἐν τούτῳ μενέτω. Equidem non muto. 
Ad vocem ἕχαστος suppleri potest 
ἀρεσχέτω. 
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ϑεῷ. 8. Ὁ ἕτερος τοῦ ἑτέρου tov δρόμον μὴ παρατεμνέσϑω " οὐδὲ 
γὰρ of ἄγγελοι παρὰ τὸ διατεταγμένον αὐτοῖς οὐδὲν ἕτερον ἐξ- 
ελίσσουσιν. 

XXIV. ᾿Ανδρέας εἶπεν: Εὔχρηστόν ἐστιν, ἀδελφοί, ταῖς γυ- 
γαιξὶ διακονίαν καταστῆσαι. 

ΧΧΥ. Πέτρος εἶπεν ᾿Εφϑάσαμεν τάξαντες * περὶ δὲ τῆς προσ- 
φορᾶς τοῦ σώματος χαὶ τοῦ αἵματος ἀχριβῶς μηνύσωμεν. 

XXVI. Ἰωάννης εἶπεν: ἘΠπελάϑεσϑε, ἀδελφοί, ὅτε ἤτησεν ὃ 
διδάσχαλος τὸν ἄρτον καὶ τὸ ποτήριον χαὶ ηὐλόγησεν αὐτὰ λέγων" 
Τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ σῶμά pov xal τὸ αἷμα, ὅτι οὐκ ἐπέτρεψε ταύταις 
συστῆναι ἡμῖν. 2. Μάρϑα εἶπεν: Διὰ Μαριάμ, ὅτι εἶδεν αὐτὴν 
μειδιῶσαν. Μαρία εἶπεν Οὐχέτι ἐγέλασα: προέλεγε γὰρ ἡμῖν, ὅτε 
ἐδίδασχεν, ὅτι τὸ ἀσϑενὲς διὰ τοῦ ἰσχυροῦ σωϑήσεται. 

XXVIII. Κυηφᾶς εἶπεν: ᾿Βνίων μέμνησϑ'ε δέ, ὅτι ταῖς γυναιξὶ 
μὴ ὀρϑαῖς πρέπει προσεύχεσϑαι, ἀλλὰ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς καϑεζομέναις. 

XXVIII. Ἰάχωβος εἶπεν : Πῶς οὖν δυνάμεϑα περὶ γυναικῶν 
διακονίας δρίσαι, εἰ μὴ τι διακονίαν ἵνα ἐπισχύσωσι ταῖς ἐνδεομέναις: 


3. 1. παρατεμνέσϑω V, non παρα-] ὑπθπάθπτη a Domino non fuerint ad- 
τεμνεῖτο. --- ot ἄγγελοι κτλ. Cf.1Clem. | missae; et Cephas addit, mulieribus 
34, 5. ideo quoque in liturgia ministerium 

XXIV. Hilgenfeld hoc caput et) non esse attribuendum, quia ipsis 
sequentia usque ad 29, 1 tanquam | humisedentibus orandum sit. Ilacobus 
corrupta vel addita uncis inclusit.| tandem sermonem concludit dicens: 
Similiter senserunt Pitra et Kra-/| mulieribus ergo non aliud officium 
wutzcky , Theol. Quartalschrift 1882 | iniungendum esse, nisi ut egenis 
Ῥ. 405 sq. Ego non intellego, cur | feminis inserviant. 
pars etiam versionibus tradita auc-| XXVI. Cf. Matth. 26, 26 sq. Hoc 
tori non sit adscribenda. Sensus hic | caput Harnack ex Evangelio aliquo 
esse videtur. Postquam de diversis| apocrypho desumptum esse putat. 
officiis ecclesiasticis actum est, An-| Sententia autem minime certa est. 
dreas monet, ut feminis ministerium | Auctor hance partem etiam fingere 
simile ac diaconis deputetur. Petrus | potuit, ut mulieribus officium in li- 
respondet, id iam factum esse, sci- | turgia non esse deputandum proba- 
licet cum de viduis dictum sit; modo | ret. Cf. Bulletin critique 1886 p. 362. 
quaeri, an feminis in eucharistia of-| 1, 6 διδάσκαλος] Vox hic absolute — 
ferenda vel distribuenda officium as- | adhibita est, cum 22, 2 de magistro 
signandum sit. Joannes autem oc-/| nostro sermo sit. Auctor apostolos 
currit, hoc non quaeri, cum feminae | et alios aequales Iesu imitatur, qui 
ad sacramentum eucharistiae insti-| hunc simpliciter διδάσχαλε alloque- 


SANCTORUM APOSTOLORUM XXIII, 3—XXVII. 71 


3. Alter alterius cursum ne intercipiat. Neque enim angeli 
praeter id, quod ipsis praeceptum est, quidquam aliud praeoc- 
cupant. 

XXIV. Andreas dixit: Utile est, fratres, mulieribus mini- 
sterium assignare. 

ΧΧΥ. Petrus dixit: Iam statuimus; de oblatione vero cor- 
poris et sanguinis accurate commonefaciamus. 

XXVI. lLoannes dixit: Obliti estis, fratres, quod magister, 
cum panem et calicem rogaret eisque benediceret dicens: Hoc 
est corpus meum ac sanguis, his non permisit nobiscum stare. 
2. Martha dixit: Propter Mariam, quoniam vidit eam subriden- 
tem. Maria ait: Non amplius risi; praedixit enim nobis, quando 


. docebat, fore ut infirmum per validum salvaretur. 


XXVIII. 


Cephas dixit: Aliqua autem memineritis, quod 


mulieres non decet stando orare, sed super terram sedentes. 


XXVIII. 


Iacobus dixit : Quomodo igitur possumus de mu- 


lierum ministerio decernere, nisi ministerium, quo valeant mu- 


lieribus egenis inservire ὃ 


bantur. Cf. Matth. 8, 19; 12, 38; 
22, 16.24. 26: 
2. 11. Μάρϑα εἶπεν exstat bis in 


V — Animadverte contextum. Ratio | 
valde discrepant. 


afferenda erat, cur Dominus in eu- 


charistia instituenda mulieribus cum | 


apostolis stare non permisisset. Auc- 
tor autem id non suis verbis facit, 
sed potius mulieres inducit causas 
reddentes. Harnack verba ΠΠάρϑα 
— ἐγέλασα tanquam observationem 
ab apostolo Ioanne interiectam uncis 
inclusit. — οὐχέτι χτλ.] Maria ergo 
se risisse non negat, affirmat autem 
vitinm se abiecisse, atque aliam cau- 
sam addit, ob quam mulieres a sacro 
ministerio arcentur. — ἡμῖν] sc. mu- 
lieribus, non apostolis, ut Harnack 
interpretatur. — td ἀσϑενὲς xt2..] 
S. Scriptura hance sententiam non ex- 
hibet. 

XXVII, 14. δὲ οὐ V : λεγόντων Hilgf. | 


15. πρέπει ὁ. versionibus: om V | ἐπὶ 
em: ἀπὸ V — Cephas rationem aliam 
affert, cur mulieribus officia litur- 
gica interdicta sint. Versiones hic 
Aethiops legit: 
Infit Cephas: sunt qui dicant: non 
decet feminas attollere vocem suam, 
dum stant in ecclesia (cf. I Cor. 14, 
34. 35), sed faciant eas procumbere 
humi. Interpres Copticus exhibet: 
Cephas dixit: nonnulli dicunt: decet 
mulieres orare stantes neque pro- 
cumbere super terram. — μὴ ὀρϑαῖς 
zxti.| De hoc habitu mulierum alias 
nihil traditur. 

XXVIII. 17. διαχονίαν ὁρίσαι V, 


/non διαχονίας ὄρ. | ἐπισχύσωσι ¢. V: 


coniciebatur ἐπισχήσωσι et ἐπισχῶσι. 
— εἰ μή τι κτλ.] Inservire ergo mu- 
lieribus egenis est solum officium 
ecclesiasticum, quod mulieribus de- 
putatur. 
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XXIX. Φίλιππος εἶπεν Τοῦτο, ἀδελφοί, περὶ τῆς μεταδό- 
σεως. Ὃ ποιῶν ἔργον ἑαυτῷ ϑησαυρὸν καλὸν περιποιεῖται" 6 γὰρ 
ϑησαυρίζων ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ ἔγγραφος ἐργάτης λογισϑήσεται παρὰ 
τῷ ϑεῷ. 

XXX. Πέτρος εἶπεν Ταῦτα, ἀδελφοί, οὐχ ὡς ἐξουσίαν τινὸς 
ἔχοντες πρὸς ἀνάγχην, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπιταγὴν ἔχοντες παρὰ κυρίου ἐρω- 
τῶμεν ὑμᾶς φυλάξαι τὰς ἐντολάς, μηδὲν ἀφαιροῦντας ἢ προστι- 
ϑέντας, ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι χυρίου ἡμῶν, ᾧ ἡἣ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 
᾿Αμήν. 


ΧΧΙΧ.Ὶ sqs μεταδώσεως ὁποιόν V| XXX. ἐπιταγήν] Cf. I Cor. 7, 25. 
— 6 ποιῶν χτλ.] Cf. Matth. 19, 21. 11 Cor. 8, 8. — φυλάξαι χελ.] Cf. su- 
--- ϑησαυρίζων ἐν τ. β] Cf. Matth. | pral4. Auctor utramque libelli par- 
6, 20. — ὡς ἐξουσίαν... ἔχοντες] Matth.| tem eisdem fere verbis concludit. 
7, 29: ὡς ἐξ. ἔχων. Hic autem addit ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι κτλ. 
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XXIX. Philippus dixit: Hoe, fratres, de dando. Qui opus 
facit, sibi thesaurum bonum adquirit. Qui enim thesaurizat in 
regno, inscriptus operarius putabitur apud Deum. 

XXX. Petrus dixit: Haec, fratres, non tanquam potesta- 
tem alicuius habentes ad cogendum, sed mandatum habentes a 5 
Domino rogamus vos, ut custodiatis praecepta, nihil auterentes 
vel addentes, in nomine Domini nostri, cui gloria in saecula. 
Amen. 
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Z. 


I. Tod νομοϑέτου Μωσέως εἰρηκότος τοῖς “lopandttats: Ἰδοὺ 
δέδωχα πρὸ προσώπου ὑμῶν τὴν ὁδὸν τῆς ζωῆς χαὶ τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ 
ϑανάτου, χαὶ ἐπιφέροντος" ᾿ὔχλεξαι τὴν ζωήν, ἵνα ζήσῃς καὶ τοῦ 
προφήτου Ἠλία λέγοντος τῷ λαῷ “Hws πότε χωλανεῖτε ἐπ᾽ ἀμ- 
φοτέραις ταῖς ἰγνύαις ὑμῶν ; εἰ ϑεός ἐστι χύριος, πορεύεσϑε ὀπίσω 
αὐτοῦ εἰκότως ἔλεγε καὶ 6 χύριος Ἰησοῦς: Οὐδεὶς δύναται δυσὶ 
χυρίοις δουλεύειν ’ 7) γὰρ τὸν ἕνα μισήσει χαὶ τὸν ἕτερον ἀγαπήσει, 
ἢ ἑνὸς ἀνθέξεται καὶ τοῦ ἑτέρου καταφρονήσει" 2. ἀναγκαίως καὶ 
ἡμεῖς ἑπόμενοι τῷ διδασκάλῳ Χριστῷ, ὅς ἐστι σωτὴρ πάντων ἀν- 
ϑρώπων, μάλιστα πιστῶν, φαμέν, ὡς δύο- δδοί εἰσι, μία τῆς ζωῆς καὶ 
μία τοῦ ϑανάτου. Οὐδεμίαν δὲ σύγκρισιν ἔχουσιν πρὸς ἑαυτάς, πολὺ 
γὰρ τὸ διάφορον, μᾶλλον δὲ πάντη κχεχωρισμέναι τυγχάνουσι, καὶ 
φυσικὴ μὲν ἔστιν ἣ τῆς ζωῆς ὁδός, ἐπείσαχτος δὲ ἣ τοῦ ϑανάτου, 
οὐ τοῦ χατὰ γνώμην ϑεοῦ ὑπάρξαντος, ἀλλὰ τοῦ ἐξ ἐπιβουλῆς τοῦ 
ἀλλοτρίου. 

II. Πρώτη οὖν τυγχάνει ἡἣ δὸς τῆς ζωῆς᾽ καὶ ἔστιν αὕτη, ἣν 
χαὶ ὃ νόμος διαγορεύει, ἀγαπᾶν χύριον τὸν ϑεὸν ἐξ ὅλης τῆς δια- 
νοίας καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ψυχῆς, τὸν ἕνα χαὶ μόνον, παρ᾽ ὃν ἄλλος 
οὐχ ἔστιν, καὶ τὸν πλησίον ὡς ἑαυτόν. Kal πᾶν, ὃ μὴ ϑέλεις γενέσϑαι σοι, 
xat σὺ τοῦτο ἄλλῳ οὐ ποιήσεις. 2. HdAoyette τοὺς χαταρωμένους ὑμᾶς, 
προσεύχεσϑε ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς, ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχϑροὺς ὑμῶν. 
25 Ποία γὰρ ὑμῖν χάρις, ἐὰν φιλῆτε τοὺς φιλοῦντας ὑμᾶς; χαὶ γὰρ nat οἵ 
1,1. δ. τὴν ζωὴν om Pitra. — ἰδοὺ | Matth. 6, 24. 


xtd.] Deut. 30, 15. 19. — ἕως πότε 2. σωτὴρ xta.] I Tim. 4, 10. — 
xh] ΠῚ Reg. 18, 21. — οὐδεὶς xx2.]| φυσικὴ κελ.] Cf. Sap. 1, 13; 2, 23—24. 


CONSTITUTIONES 
SANCTORUM APOSTOLORUM. 
LIBER VIL 


I. Cum legislator Moses dixerit Israélitis: Ecce dedi ante 
faciem vestram viam vitae et viam mortis, ac subiungat: Elige 
vitam, ut vivas, et propheta Elias populo denuntiet: Usquequo 
claudicabitis in ambobus poplitibus vestris 5 Si Deus est Dominus, 
ambulate post ewm: merito dixit etiam Dominus Iesus: Nemo 
potest duobus dominis servire; aut enim unum odio habebit et 
alterwm diliget, aut wu adhaerebit et alterwm contemnet; 2. ne- 
cessario et nos, secuti magistrum Christum, qui est salvator 
omnium hominum, maxime fidelium, pronuntiamus, quod duae 
sunt viae, vitae una, mortis altera. Nullam autem habent inter 
se convenientiam, sed magnum discrimen, immo vero prorsus 
disiunctae consistunt, ac naturalis quidem est vitae via, adscita 
autem via mortis, non illius, quae ex voluntate Dei, verum il- 
lius, quae ex insidiis adversarii exstitit. 

II. Prima igitur est via vitae; eaque est, quam et lex prae- 
cipit, diligere Dominum Deum ex tota mente et ex tota anmma, 
unum ac solum, praeter quem alius non est, et proximum sicut 
seipsum, Et omne, quod non vis tibi fieri, et tu hoc alteri ne 
facias. 2. Benedicite eis, qui vobis maledicunt, orate pro ca- 
lumniantibus vos, diligite inimicos vestros, Quae enim vobis 
gratia, si amatis eos, qui vos amant? Htenim ethnici quoque 


Auctor respicit Gnosticos vel Mani- | 12, 32—33. Auctor quidem ad legem 

chaeos. Mosis provocat, revera autem evan- 
II, 1. 20 sq. διανοίας : χαρδίας La-| gelistam sequitur. 

garde — ἀγαπᾶν xtd.] Deut. 6, 5. Marc. 
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ἐϑνικοὶ τοῦτο ποιοῦσιν. Ὑμεῖς δὲ φιλεῖτε τοὺς μισοῦντας ὑμᾶς, καὶ ἐχϑρὸν οὐχ 
ἕξετε. 8, Οὐ μισήσεις γάρ, φησί, πάντα ἄνϑρωπον, οὐκ Αἰγύπτιον, 
00x Ἰδουμαῖον, ἅπαντες γάρ εἰσι τοῦ ϑεοῦ ἔργα. Φεύγετε δὲ οὐ 
τὰς φύσεις, ἀλλὰ τὰς γνώμας τῶν πονηρῶν. 4. 
κυκῶν καὶ κοσμικῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν. "Hdv τίς σοι δῷ ῥάπισμα εἰς τὴν δεξιὰν σια- 
γόνα, στρέψον αὐτῷ καὶ τὴν ἄλλην, οὐ φαύλης οὔσης τῆς ἀμύνης, ἀλλὰ 
τιμιωτέρας τῆς ἀνεξικακίας " λέγει γὰρ 6 Δαβίδ: Εἰ ἀνταπέδωχα 
τοῖς ἀνταποδιδοῦσί μοι καχά. 
μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ δύο, χαὶ τῷ ϑέλοντί σοι χριϑῆναι καὶ τὸν χιτῶνά σου λαβεῖν, 
5. Τῷ 
αἰτοῦντί σε δίδου, καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ ϑέλοντος δανείσασθαι παρὰ σοῦ μὴ 
ἀποχλείσῃς τὴν χεῖρα, δίκαιος γὰρ ἀνὴρ οἰκτείρει xal κιχρᾷ" πᾶσι 
γὰρ ϑέλει δίδοσθαι 6 πατὴρ ὃ τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλων ἐπὶ πονηροὺς 
nar ἀγαϑούς, καὶ τὸν δετὸν αὐτοῦ βρέχων ἐπὶ δικαίους καὶ ἀδίχους, 
6. Πᾶσιν οὖν δίκαιον διδόναι ἐξ οἰχείων πόνων: Τίμα γάρ, φησί, 
τὸν χύριον ἀπὸ σῶν δικαίων πόνων προτιμητέον δὲ τοὺς ἁγίους. 
7. Οὐ φονεύσεις, τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν od φϑερεῖς τὸν ὅμοιόν σοι ἄνθρωπον, 
διαλύεις γὰρ τὰ χαλῶς γινόμενα" οὐχ ὡς παντὸς φόνου φαύλου 
τυγχάνοντος, ἀλλὰ μόνου τοῦ ἀϑώου, τοῦ δὲ ἐνδίχου ἄρχουσι μό- 
νοις ἀφωρισμένου. 8. Οὐ μοιχεύσεις, διαιρεῖς γὰρ μίαν σάρχα εἰς 
δύο" "ἔσονται γάρ, φησίν, οἱ δύο εἰς σάρχα μίαν: ἕν γάρ εἰσιν 
ἀνὴρ χαὶ γυνὴ τῇ φύσει, τῇ συμπνοίᾳ, τῇ ἑνώσει, τῇ διαϑέσει, τῷ 
βίῳ, τῷ τρόπῳ, χεχωρισμένοι δέ efor τῷ σχήματι χαὶ τῷ ἀριϑμῷ. 
9. Οὐ παιδοφϑορήσεις " παρὰ φύσιν γὰρ τὸ καχὸν ἐκ Σοδόμων φυέν, 
ἥτις πυρὸς ϑεηλάτου παρανάλωμα γέγονεν ἐπικατάρατος δὲ 6 
τοιοῦτος, χαὶ ἐρεῖ πᾶς 6 λαός" Τένοιτο. 10. Οὐ πορνεύσεις: Οὐχ 
ἔσται γάρ, φησί, πορνεύων ἐν υἱοῖς Ἰσραήλ. 11. Οὐ κλέψεις: Αχαρ 
γὰρ χλέψας ἐν τῷ Ἰσραὴλ ἐν Ἱεριχὼ λίϑοις βληϑεὶς τοῦ ζῆν ὑπ- 


᾿Απέχου τῶν σαρ- 


᾿Ἐὰν ἀγγαρεύσῃ σέ τις μίλιον ἕν, ὕπαγε 


ἄφες αὐτῷ καὶ τὸ ἱμάτιον, nal ἀπὸ τοῦ αἴροντος τὰ σὰ μὴ ἀπαίτει. 


3. od μισήσεις χτλ.] Deut. 28, 1. 6. τίμα χτλ.] Prov. 8, 9. — προ- 


4, εἰ ἀνταπέδωχα] Ps. 7,5. — χαὶ 
τῷ ϑέλοντί σοι χρ. καί] Matth, 5, 40. 

5. 12. ἀποχλείσῃς : editores ceteri 
praemittunt ἀποστραφείς uncinis in- 
clusum. — ἀπὸ τὸ ϑέλοντος xtA.] 
Matth. 5, 42: τὸν ϑέλοντα ἀπὸ σοῦ 
δανείσασϑαι μὴ ἀποστραφῇς. --- ὁδιί- 
χαιος κτλ.) Ps. 111, 5. — 6 τὸν ἥλιον 
xta.| Matth. 5, 45. 


τιμητέον δὲ τ. ay.] Cf. Gal. 6, 10. 

7. τοῦ δὲ évdixov κτλ.] Cf. Rom. 
18, 4. 

8. ἔσονται κτλ.] Gen. 2, 24. Similia 
de adulterio et peccatis sequentibus, 
scilicet paederastia et fornicatione, 
Constit. apost. VI, 28 dicuntur, et 
quidem ab interpolatore, non ab auc- 
tore Didascaliae principe. 
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- hoc faciunt; vos autem amate eos, qui vos oderunt, οὖ inimicum 
non habebitis. 3. Ait enim: Ne oderis ullum hominem, non 
Aegyptium, non Idumaewm; nam omnes sunt Dei opus. Fugite 
autem non naturas, sed voluntates improborum. 4. Abstine a 
carnalibus et mundanis cupiditatibus. Si quis incusserit tibi 
colaphum in dexteram maxillam, obverte illi et alteram, non 
quod mala sit ultio, sed quod pluris fieri debeat patientia. David 
enim dicit: δὲ reddidi retribuentibus mili mala. Si angariaverit 
te aliquis unum milliare, vade cum illo duo, ef ei, qui vult te- 
cum wudicio contendere et tanicam tuam tollere, dimitte ei et 
pallium, et qui aufert quae tua sunt, ne repetas. 5. Petenti 
te da, et volenti mutuari a te ne claudas manum; vir enim iustus 
miseretur et commodat; omnibus enim vult tribui pater, qui 
solem suum oriri facit super malos et bonos et pluviam suam 
demittit super iustos et iniustos. 6, Aequum igitur est, ut om- 
nibus demus ex propriis laboribus. Honora enim, inquit, Do- 
minum de tuis iustis laboribus, oportet autem praeferre sanctos. 
7. Non occides, id est, non destrues similem tibi hominem; 
dissolvis enim, quae recte facta sunt; non quod omnis caedes 
sit vitiosa, sed innocentis solius, cum iusta caedes magistratibus 
solis reservetur. 8. Non moechaberis, dividis enim unam car- 
nem in duo; ait quippe: Hrunt duo im carnem unam, siquidem 
maritus et uxor unum sunt natura, conspiratione, unione, affectu, 
vita, more; separantur vero sexu ac numero. 9. Non corrumpes 
pueros; naturae enim adversatur vitium ex Sodomis ortum, quae 
civitas igne divinitus immisso consumpta fuit; maledictus autem, 
qui talis est, ef dicet omnis populus: Fiat. 10. Non fornica- 
beris: Non ertt enim, inquit, fornicator in fils Israél. 11. Non 
furaberis. Achar namque cum in Israel apud Hierichuntem 
-furatus esset, lapidibus obrutus excessit ex vita; et Giezi, quod 


9. παρὰ φύσιν χτλ.] Cf. Lev. 18,| 8. Scripturae locus allegatur Constit. 
22. Gen. 19, 24. Constit. apost. VI,/| VI, 28. 
28 legimus: χαὶ γὰρ παρὰ φύσιν éotily| 10. οὐχ ἔσται] Deut. 23,17. Etiam 
ἡ Σοδόμων ἁμαρτία. --- ἐπικατάρατος | hoc dictum laudatur Constit. VI, 28. 
χτλ.] Deut. 27, 15—26. Formulailla| 11. Ayao] Cf. Ios. 7, 18—26. — 
hic plura peccata inducuntur. Idem | [eet] Cf. 1V Reg. 5, 20—27. Simi- 
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εξῆλϑε, χαὶ DreCet χλέψας χαὶ ψευσάμενος ἐκληρονόμησε tod Nee- 
μὰν τὴν λέπραν, χαὶ Ἰούδας κλέπτων τὰ τῶν πενήτων τὸν κύριον 
τῆς δόξης παρέδωχεν Ἰουδαίοις, xal μεταμεληϑεὶς ἀπήγξατο nat 
ἐλάχησε μέσος χαὶ ἐξεχύϑη πάντα τὰ σπλάγχνα αὐτοῦ, χαὶ ᾿Ανα- 
vias καὶ Σαπφείρα ἣ τούτου γυνή, χλέψαντες τὰ ἴδια καὶ πειρά- 
σαντες τὸ πνεῦμα χυρίου, παραχρῆμα ἀποφάσει ]]έτρου- τοῦ συν- 
ἀποστόλου ἡμῶν ἐϑανατώϑησαν. 

II]. Οὐ μαγεύσεις, οὐ φαρμακεύσεις " Φαρμαχοὺς γάρ, φησίν, οὗ 
περιβιώσετε. 2. Οὐ φονεύσεις téxvov Gov ἐν φϑορᾷ, οὐδὲ τὸ γεννηϑὲν 
ἀποχτενεῖς πᾶν γὰρ τὸ ἐξειχονισμένον, ψυχὴν λαβὸν παρὰ ϑεοῦ, 

" ΕῚ -- Ul PENA »} γ > r x 
φονευϑὲν ἐχδικηϑήσεται, ἀδίκως dvatpedév. 3. Οὐχ ἐπιϑυμήσεις τὰ 
τοῦ πλησίον σου, οἷον τὴν γυνναῖχα ἣ τὸν παῖδα ἣ τὸν βοῦν ἣ τὸν 
ἀγρόν. 4. Οὐκ ἐπιορχήσεις " ἐρρέϑη γὰρ μὴ ὀμόσαι ὅλως " εἰ δὲ μῆγε, 
χἂν εὐορχήσῃς; ὅτι ἐπαινεθήσεται πᾶς ὃ ὀμνύων ἐν αὐτῷ. 5. Οὐ 
ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, ὅτι ὃ συχοφαντῶν πένητα παροξύνει τὸν ποιήσαντα 
αὐτόν. 

IV. οὐ κακολογήσεις: Μὴ ἀγάπα γάρ, φησί, καχολογεῖν, ἵνα μὴ 
ἐξαρϑῇς᾽ οὐδὲ μνησικακήσεις, ὁδοὶ γὰρ μνησιχάχων εἰς ϑάνατον. 
2. Οὐκ ἔσῃ δίγνωμος οὐδὲ δίγλωσσος" παγὶς γὰρ ἰσχυρὰ ἀνδρὶ τὰ ἴδια 


20 χείλη, χαὶ ἀνὴρ γλωσσώδης οὐ χατευϑυνϑήσεται ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. 


3. Οὐκ ἔσται 6 λόγος cov κενός" περὶ παντὸς γὰρ λόγου ἀργοῦ δώσετε 
λόγον. 4. Οὐ φεύσῃ: ᾿Απολεῖς γάρ, φησί, πάντας τοὺς λαλοῦντας 
τὸ Ψεῦδος. 5. Οὐκ ἔσῃ πλεονέχτης οὐδὲ ἅρπαξ- Οὐαὶ γάρ, φησίν, ὃ 
πλεονεχτῶν τὸν πλησίον πλεονεξίαν κακήν. 6. Οὐκ ἔσῃ ὑποκριτής, 
ἵνα μὴ τὸ μέρος Gov pet αὐτῶν ϑῇς. 

V. οΟὐκ ἔσῃ κακοήϑης οὐδὲ ὑπερήφανος" ὑπερηφάνοις γὰρ ὃ ϑεὸς 
ἀντιτάσσεται. 2. Οὐ λήψῃ πρόσωπον ἐν χρίσει, ὅτι τοῦ χυρίου ἣ 
χρίσις. 3. Οὐ μισήσεις πάντα ἄνϑρωπον. ᾿Βλεγμῷ ἐλέγξεις τὸν ἀδελ- 
φόν σου, χαὶ od λήψῃ Gt αὐτὸν ἁμαρτίαν: nal ἔλεγχε σοφόν, xal 


ἀγαπήσει σε. 4. Φεῦγε ἀπὸ παντὸς χακοῦ χαὶ ἀπὸ παντὸς ὁμοίου αὐτῷ " 


liter Achar et Giezi Constit. apost.| 2. πᾶν xrd.] Cf. Exod. 21, 28. 

II, 10 commemorantur, et quidem! 3. τὴν γυναῖχα χτλ.] Exod. 20, 17. 

per interpolatorem, non per aucto-| 4. μὴ ὀμόσαι] Matth. 5, 34. — 

rem operis principem. — Ἰούδας] Cf. ἐπαινεϑήσεται] Ps. 62, 12. 

Joann. 12, 6. Matth. 27, 3—5. Act.| 5. 6 συχοφαντῶν] Prov. 14, 31. 

1, 18. — Ἀνανίας] Cf. Act. 5, 1—10.| IV, 1. μὴ ἀγάπα] Prov. 20, 18. — 
Ill, 1. φαρμακοὺς xtd.] Exod. 22,18. ὁδοί] Prov. 12, 28, 
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furtum ac mendacium commisisset, Naamanis lepram in here- 
ditatem accepit; et Iudas, res pauperum surripiens, Dominum 
gloriae Iudaeis prodidit, ac paenitentia ductus laqueo se suspen- 
dit et crepwt medius, diffusaque sunt omnia viscera ews; et 
Ananias atque Saphira, uxor eius, quoniam propria bona ra- 
puerant et tentaverant spiritum Domini, statim sententia Petri 
coapostoli nostri morte mulctati fuerunt. 

Ill. Non uteris magia neque praestigiis; dicit enim: Prae- 
stigiatores non sinetis vivere. 2. Non interficies filam tuum in 
abortione, neque quod natum est necabis; omne enim formatum, 
quod animam a Deo accepit, si perimatur, vindicabitur, utpote 
iniuste occisum. 38. Non concupisces, quae ad proximum tuum 
pertinent, ut weorem aut servum aut bovem aut agrum. 4. Non 
peierabis; dictum enim est: Non wurabis omnino; sin minus, 
saltem pie ac vere iura; quia laudabitur omnis, qui wrat in eo. 
5. Non dices falsum testimonium, quoniam qui calumimatur pau- 
perem, lacessit eum, qu illum fecit. 

IV. Non maledices: Ne diligas enim, inquit, maledicere, 
ne tollaris. Neque iniurias recordaberis; viae enim eorwm, qua 
memores sunt iniuriarum, inmortem. 2. Non eris duplicis sen- 
tentiae neque duplicis linguae; laqueus enim fortis viro propria 
labia; et vir linguosus non dirigetur in terra. 3. Non erit 
sermo tuus vanus; de omni enim verbo otioso reddetis rationem. 
4. Non mentieris: Perdes enim, inquit, omnes, qui loquuntur 
mendacium. 5. Non eris fraudator neque rapax: Vae enim, 
Inquit, e, qui proximum fraudat fraude mala. 6. Non eris 
hypocrita, ne partem tuam cum eis ponas. 

V. Non eris malignus neque superbus; swperbis enim Deus 
resistit. 2. Non accipies personam in iudicio, quia Domini est 
_tudicium. 8. Non odio habebis ullum hominem. Arguendo 
argues fratrem tuum, et non accipies propter eum peccatum; et 
argue sapientem, et diliget te. 4. Fuge ab omni malo et ab omni 

2. παγὶς y. ἰσχυρά] Prov. 6,2. —| 6. τὸ μέρος) Matth. 24, 51. 
ἀνήρ] Ps. 139, 11. V, 1. ὑπερηφάνοις] Prov. 3, 34. 
3. περὶ παντός] Matth. 12, 36. /lac. 4, 6. Οὗ Pseudoign. Her. 5, 1. 
4. ἀπολεῖς] Ps. 5, 7. Cf. Pseudo-| 2. τ. .4 κρίσις] Deut. 1, 17. Cf. 10,2. 
ign. Her. 5, 1. 3. ἐλεγμῷ] Lev. 19,17. — ἔλεγχε] 
5. οὐαί] Habac. 2, 9. Prov. 9, 8. 
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"Amexe γάρ, φησίν, ἀπὸ ἀδίκου, καὶ τρόμος οὖχ ἐγγιεῖ σοι. 5. Μὴ 
γίνου ὀργίλος μηδὲ βάσχανος μηδὲ ζηλωτὴς μηδὲ pavinds μηδὲ ϑρα- 
obs, ἵνα μὴ πάϑῃης τὰ τοῦ Καὶν χαὶ τὰ τοῦ Σαοὺλ χαὶ τὰ τοῦ 
Ἰωάβ - ὅτι ὃς μὲν ἀπέκτεινε τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ τὸν Αβελ διὰ τὸ 
πρόχριτον αὐτὸν εὑρεθῆναι παρὰ ϑεῷ nal διὰ τὸ προχριϑῆναι τὴν 
ϑυσίαν αὐτοῦ: ὃς δὲ τὸν ὅσιον Δαβὶδ ἐδίωκε νωκήσαντα τὸν T'o- 
iad τὸν Φιλιστιαῖον, ζηλώσας ἐπὶ τῇ τῶν χορευτριῶν εὐφημίᾳ " 
ὃς δὲ τοὺς δύο στρατάρχας ἀνεῖλε, τὸν ᾿Αβεννὴρ τὸν τοῦ ᾿Ισραὴλ 
χαὶ ᾿Αμεσσὰ τὸν τοῦ Ἰούδα. 

VI. Μὴ γίνου οἰωνοσχόπος, ὅτι ὁδηγεῖ πρὸς εἰδωλολατρείαν " Οἰώνισμα 
δέ, φησὶν ὁ Σαμουήλ, ἁμαρτία ἐστί, καί. Οὐχ ἔσται οἰωνισμὸς ἐν 
Ἰακώβ, οὐδὲ μαντεία ἐν Ἰσραήλ. 2. Οὐκ ἔσῃ ἔπάδων ἣ περικαϑαίρων 
τὸν υἱόν σου, οὐ χληδονιεῖς οὐδὲ οἰωνισϑήσῃ οὐδὲ ὀρνεοσχοπήσεις 
οὐδὲ μαϑήσῃ μαϑήματα πονηρά ταῦτα γὰρ ἅπαντα χαὶ 6 νόμος 
ἀπεῖπε. 3. Μὴ γίνου ἐπιϑυμητὴς xaxOv, ὁδηγηϑήσῃ γὰρ εἰς ἀμετρίαν 
ἁμαρτημάτων. A. Οὐκ ἔσῃ αἰσχρολόγος οὐδὲ ῥιφόφϑαλμος οὐδὲ μέϑυσος ᾿ 
ἔχ γὰρ τούτων πορνεῖαι καὶ μοιχεῖαι γίνονται. 5. Μὴ γίνου φιλάργυρος, ἵνα 
μὴ ἀντὶ ϑεοῦ δουλεύσῃς τῷ μαμωνᾷ. 6. Μὴ γίνου κενόδοξος μηδὲ 
μετέωρος μηδὲ δψφηλόφρων, ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάντων ἀλαζονίαι γίνονται " 
μνήσϑητι τοῦ εἰπόντος: Κύριε, οὐχ ὑψώϑη ἣ χαρδία μου, οὐδὲ 
ἐμετεωρίσϑησαν οἱ ὀφϑαλμοί μου, οὐδὲ ἐπορεύϑην ἐν μεγάλοις 
οὐδὲ ἐν ϑαυμασίοις ὑπὲρ ἐμέ, εἰ μὴ ἐταπεινοφρόνουν. 

VIL. μὴ γίνου γόγγυσος, μνησϑεὶς τῆς τιμωρίας ἧς ὑπέστησαν 
οἱ καταγογγύσαντες Μωσέως. 2. Μὴ ἔσο αὐϑάδης μηδὲ πονηρόφρων 
μηδὲ σχληροχάρδιος μηδὲ ϑυμώδης μηδὲ μικρόψυχος, πάντα γὰρ 
ταῦτα δδηγεῖ πρὸς βλασφημίαν. 8. Ἴσϑι δὲ πρᾶος ὡς Μωυσῆς nal Δαβίδ, 
ἐπεὶ οἱ πραεῖς κληρονομήσουσι τὴν γῆν. 

VIII. Τίνου μακρόϑυμος: 6 γὰρ τοιοῦτος πολὺς ἐν φρονήσει, 
ἐπείπερ ὀλιγόψυχος ἰσχυρῶς ἄφρων. 2. Τίνου ἐλεήμων " μακάριοι 
γὰρ οἱ ἐλεήμονες, ὅτι αὐτοὶ ἐλεηϑήσονται. 8. Ἔσο ἄκακος, ἥσυχος, 
ἀγαϑός, τρέμων τοὺς λόγους τοῦ ϑεοῦ. 4. Οὐχ ὑψώσεις σεαυτὸν ὡς ὁ 


4, ἄπεχε] Tes. 54, 14. 10. --- οὐδὲ οἰωνισϑήσῃ κχτλ.} Lev. 
ὅ. Katy] Gen. 4. --- Σαούλ] I Reg. | 19, 26. 
17—18. — - Ἰωάβ) II Reg. 2, 32. 5. ἵνα μή] Cf. Matth. 6, 24. 
VI, 1. οἰώνισμα] I Reg. 15,23. —| 6. χύριε] Ps. 130, 1. 2. 
οὐκ ἔσται] Num. 23, 23. VII, 1. τῆς τιμωρίας] Cf. Num, 
2. τὸν υἱόν cov ov xtd.] Deut, 18, | 12—14. 
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re illi simili. Recede enim, inquit, ab imiquo, et tremor non 
appropinquabit tibt. 5. Ne sis iracundus neque invidus neque 
aemulator neque furiosus neque ferox, ne tibi accidant, quae 
Cain et Saul et Ioab; quoniam primus quidem occidit fratrem 
suum Abel, quod is apud Deum praestantior esset inventus quod- 
que eiusdem sacrificium praelatum fuisset ; secundus vero sanc- 
tum David persequebatur, victorem Goliath Philistaei, invidens 
ob saltatricum faustam acclamationem; tertius denique duos 
exercitus duces confodit, Abner ducem Israél et Amasam du- 
cem Iudae. 

VI. Ne sis augur, quia id ducit ad idololatriam: Auguriwun 
enim, inquit Samuel, peccatwm est: et: Non erit auguratio im 
Tacob neque dwinatio m Israél. 2. Non eris incantator aut 
lustrans filiwm tuum. Non ominaberis neque auguraberis neque 
auspicaberis neque disces pravas disciplinas; haec enim omnia 
etiam lex prohibuit. 3. Ne sis cupitor malorum; deduceris enim 
in peccatorum nimietatem. 4. Non eris turpiloquus neque emis- 
siclis oculis neque vinolentus; inde enim fornicationes et adul- 
teria oriuntur. 5. Ne sis avarus, ne vice Dei servias mammo- 
nae. 6. Ne sis inanis gloriae cupidus neque elatus neque altum 
sapiens: ex his quippe omnibus superbiae prodeunt; memento 
illius, qui dixit: Domine, non est exaltatum cor mewm neque elati 
sunt oculi mei, neque ambulavi in magnis neque in mirabilibus 
super me, 81 non humiliter sentiebam. 


VU. Ne sis murmurator, memor poenarum, quas dederunt, : 


qui Mosi obmurmurarunt. 2. Ne sis pervicax nec malitiosus 
nec duro corde nec iracundus nec pusilli animi; omnia enim 
haec ducunt ad blasphemiam. 3. Sis vero mitis, ut Moses et 
David, quandoquidem mites possidebunt terram. 

VIII. Sis longanimis; qui enim talis est, multus est in 
 pradentia, siquidem pusillanimis vehementi  stultitia tenetur. 
2. Sis misericos; beati enim misericordes, quoniam ips. miseri- 
cordiam consequentur. 3. Esto inmnocens, quietus, bonus, tre- 
mens sermones Dei. 4. Non te exaltabis, ut Pharisaeus, quia 


3. πρᾶος ὡς Μωυσῆς! Cf. Num. Cf. Pseudoign. Her. 5, 2. 
12, 3. — Δαβίδ] Cf. Ps. 131, 1. | 2. μαχάριοι)] Matth. 5, 7. 

VIII, 1. πολὺς xrd.] Prov. 14, 29. 

Doctr. apost. ed. Funk. 6 


10 


15 


20 


το 
σι 


30 


10 


15 


ΞΘ 


82 CONSTITUTIONES 


Φαρισαῖος, ὅτι πᾶς ὃ ὑψῶν ἑαυτὸν ταπεινωϑήσεται, καὶ τὸ δψηλὸν 
ἐν ἀνθρώποις βδέλυγμα παρὰ τῷ ϑεῷ. 5. Οὐ δώσεις τῇ ψυχῇ σου 
ϑράσος, ὅτι ϑρασὺς ἀνὴρ ἐμπεσεῖται εἰς χαχά. 6. Οὐ συμπορεύσῃ μετὰ 
ἀφρόνων, ἀλλὰ μετὰ σοφῶν καὶ δικαίων: ὃ συμπορευόμενος γὰρ σο- 
φοῖς σοφὸς ἔσται, ὁ δὲ συμπορευόμενος ἄφροσι γνωσθήσεται. 7. Τὰ 
συμβαίνοντά σοι πάϑη εὐμενῶς δέχου χαὶ τὰς περιστάσεις ἀλύπως, 
εἰδώς, ὅτι μισϑὸς παρὰ ϑεοῦ σοι δοϑήσεται ὡς τῷ Ἰὼβ χαὶ τῷ 
Λαζάρῳ. 

IX. Τὸν λαλοῦντά σοι τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ δοξάσεις, μνησϑήσῃ δὲ 
αὐτοῦ ἡμέρας καὶ νυκτός, τιμήσεις δὲ αὐτὸν οὐχ ὡς γενέσεως αἴτιον, 
GAN ὡς τοῦ εὖ εἶναί σοι πρόξενον γινόμενον - ὅπου γὰρ ἣ περὶ ϑεοῦ 
διδασκαλία, ἐχεῖ ὃ ϑεὸς πάρεστιν. 2. ᾿Εχζητήσεις xa ἡμέραν τὸ πρόσω- 
πον τῶν ἁγίων, ἵν᾽ ἐπαναπαύῃ τοῖς λόγοις αὐτῶν. 

X. 08 ποιήσεις σχίσματα πρὸς τοὺς ἁγίους, μνησϑεὶς τῶν Ko- 
ρειτῶν. Elpyvetcerg μαχομένους ὡς Μωσῆς, συναλλάσσων εἰς φιλίαν. 
2. Κρινεῖς δικαίως" τοῦ γὰρ κυρίου ἣ χρίσις. 
ἐλέγξαι ἐπὶ παραπτώματι, ὡς Ἤλίας χαὶ Μιχαίας τὸν ᾿Αχαάβ, χαὶ 
᾿Αβδεμέλεχ ὃ Αἰϑίοψ τὸν Σεδεχίαν, καὶ Νάϑαν τὸν Δαβίδ, καὶ 


3. Οὐ λήψῃ πρόσωπον 


᾿Ιωάννης τὸν Ἡρώδην. 

ΧΙ. Μὴ γίνου δίψυχος ἐν προσευχῇ σου, εἰ ἔσται ἣ οὔ" λέγει γὰρ 
ὃ χύριος ἐμοὶ Πέτρῳ ἐπὶ τῆς ϑαλάσσης ᾿Ολιγόπιστε, εἰς τί ἐδί- 
στασας. 2. Μὴ γίνου πρὸς μὲν τὸ λαβεῖν ἐκτείνων τὴν χεῖρα, πρὸς δὲ τὸ 


δοῦναι συστέλλων. 


ΧΙ]. 


ἁμαρτιῶν σου: ἐλεημοσύναις γὰρ καὶ πίστεσιν ἀποχαϑαίρονται ἅμαρ- 


Ἐὰν ἔχῃς διὰ τῶν χειρῶν σου, δός, ἵνα ἐργάσῃ εἰς λύτρωσιν 
τίαι. 2. Οὐ διστάσεις δοῦναι πτωχῷ, οὐδὲ διδοὺς γογγύσεις" γνώσῃ γάρ, 
‘O ἐλεῶν γάρ, φησί, πτωχὸν χυ- 
ρίῳ δανείζει, χατὰ δὲ τὸ δόμα αὐτοῦ, οὕτως ἀνταποδοϑήσεται 


τίς ἔστιν ὃ τοῦ μισθοῦ ἀνταποδότης. 


ν - € > > ΄ os ph ete ΓΝ 2 “a (2 lf r A 
αὐτῷ. 3. Οὐκ ἀποστροιφησῃ ξΞνόεομενον Os φρᾶσσει YAP, φησι, TH 


ὦτα αὐτοῦ μὴ εἰσακοῦσαι τοῦ δεομένου, xal αὐτὸς ἐπικαλέσεται 


4. πᾶς xta.] Luc. 18, 14. — τὸ 
ὑψηλόν] Lue. 16, 15. 

5. ϑρασύς! Prov. 13, 17. 

6. 4sq. ὁσυμπορευόμενος ---γνωσϑή- 
σεται om Lagarde — 6 συμπορευό- 
μενος κτλ.] Prov. 13, 20. 

7. ἸώβῚ Cf. lob. 42. — “αξζάρῳ] 


Cf. Lue. 16. 

IX, 1. ὡς γενέσεως αἴτιον] scilicet 
patrem vel matrem, qui infrac. 15. 
αἴτιοι γενέσεως appellantur. Cf. 
Pseudoign. Her. 4, 1. 

X, 1. Κορειτῶν]) Cf. Num. 16, 26 
—27. — Μωσῆς] Cf. Exod. 2, 19. 
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omnis, qui se exaltat humiliabitur, et quod altwm est in homi- 
nibus, abominatio est apud Deum. 5. Non dabis animae tuae 
audaciam, quia vir audax incidet in mala. 6. Non gradieris 
cum insipientibus, sed cum sapientibus ac iustis; qui enim gra- 
ditur cum sapientibus, sapiens erit; qui vero graditur cum in- 
sipientibus, agnoscetur. 7. Si tibi acciderint morbi et casus, 
placide eos accipito et absque aegritudine ferto, sciens, quod 
tibi a Deo dabitur merces sicut lob et Lazaro. 

IX. Hum, qui sermonem Dei tibi loquitur, coles, eiusque 
eris memor die ac nocte, honorabis autem eum non tamquam 
originis auctorem, sed tamquam illum, qui tibi ut bene esses 
conciliator exstitit; ubi enim doctrina de Deo, ibi Deus adest. 
2. Exquires cotidie faciem sanctorum, ut acquiescas sermonibus 
eorum. 

X. Non facies schismata adversum sanctos, memor Cori- 
tarum. Pacem inter dissidentes compones, ut Moses, eosque 
in amicitiam reconciliabis. 2. Iudicabis iuste; Domini enim est 
iudicum. 3. Non accipies personam in arguendo de peccato, 
ut Elias et Michaeas Achab arguerunt, et Abdimelech Aethiops 
Sedeciam, et Nathan David, et Ioannes Herodem. 

XI. Ne sis duplici animo in precatione tua, utrum futu- 
rum sit an non; dixit enim Dominus mihi Petro in mari: JMo- 
dicae fider, quare dubitasi? 2. Noh ad accipiendum quidem 
manum porrigere, ad dandum vero contrahere. 

XII. Si habes manibus tuis, da, ut opereris in redemptio- 
nem peccatorum tuorum; eleemosynis enim ac fide purgantur 
peccata. 2. Non dubitabis largiri pauperi, neque largiens mur- 
murabis; cognosces enim, quis sit mercedis retributor. Ait 
quippe: Qui miseretur pauperis, Domino faenerat, secundum au- 
tem datum illius, sic retribuetur et. 3. Ne avertas te ab indi- 
gente: Qui obturat enim, inquit, awres suas, ne audiat egentem, 


2. τ. x. ἣ κρίσις] Deut. 1,17. Cf.| XI, 1. ὀλιγόπιστε] Matth. 14, 31. 


5, 2. XII, 1. ἐλεημοσύναις] Prov. 16, 6. 
3. Ἠλίας xtd.] Cf. ΠῚ Reg. 18, 21.| Cf. Pseudoign. Her. 5, 2. 

22. — Ἀβδεμέλεχ] Cf. Ierem. 38. —| 2. ὁ ἐλεῶν] Prov. 19, 17. 

Ναϑάν] Cf. If Reg. 12. — Twdvyyc]| 3. 30. xal αὐτός : αὐτὸς Pitra. — 

Cf. Matth. 14, 3—4. ὃς φράσσει)] Prov. 21, 13. 
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χαὶ οὖχκ ἔσται ὃ εἰσακούων αὐτοῦ. 4. Κοινωνήσεις εἰς πάντα τῷ ἀδελφῷ 
cov καὶ οὖκ ἐρεῖς ἴδια εἶναι" χοινὴ γὰρ ἣ μετάληψις παρὰ ϑεοῦ πᾶσιν 
ἀνθρώποις παρεσχευάσϑη. 5. Οὐκ ἀρεῖς τὴν χεῖρά cov ἀπὸ τοῦ viod cov 
ἢ ἀπὸ τῆς ϑυγατρός σου, ἀλλὰ AMO νεότητος διδάξεις αὐτοὺς τὸν φόβον τοῦ ϑεοῦ. 
Παίδευε γάρ, φησί, tov υἷόν cov: οὕτω γὰρ ἔσται σοι εὔελπις. 

XIII. Οὐκ ἐπιτάξεις δούλῳ cov ἢ παιδίσκῃ τοῖς ἐπὶ τὸν αὐτὸν ϑεὸν 
πεποιϑόσιν ἐν πικρίᾳ Ψυχῆς, μήποτε στενάξωσιν ἐπὶ σοὶ χαὶ ἔσται σοι 
ὀργὴ παρὰ ϑεοῦ. 2. Καὶ ὑμεῖς, of δοῦλοι, ὑποτάγητε τοῖς χυρίοις ὑμῶν 
ὡς τύποις ϑεοῦ ἐν αἰσχύνῃ καὶ φόβῳ, ὡς τῷ χυρίῳ χαὶ οὐκ ἀνθρώποις. 

XIV. Μισήσεις πᾶσαν ὑπόχρισιν xat πᾶν, ὃ ἐὰν ἢ ἀρεστὸν χυρίῳ, 
ποιήσεις. 2. Οὐ μὴ ἐγκαταλίπῃς ἐντολὰς χυρίου, φυλάξεις δὲ ἃ παρέλαβες 
παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ, μήτε προστιϑεὶς ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς μήτε ἀφαιρῶν ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν" od 
προσϑήσεις γὰρ τοῖς λόγοις αὐτοῦ, ἵνα μὴ ἐλέγξῃ σε χαὶ ψευδὴς 
γένῃ. 9. Ἐξομολογήσῃ χυρίῳ τῷ ϑεῷ σου τὰ ἁμαρτήματα conv χαὶ 
οὐκ ἔτι προσϑήσεις ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς, ἵνα εὖ σοι γένηται παρὰ κυρίῳ 
τῷ De σου, ὃς οὐ βούλεται τὸν ϑάνατον τοῦ ἁμαρτωλοῦ, ἀλλὰ 
τὴν μετάνοιαν. 

XV. Τὸν πατέρα cov χαὶ τὴν μητέρα ϑεραπεύσεις ὡς αἰτίους 
Gol γενέσεως, ἵνα γένῃ μακροχρόνιος ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἧς κύριος ὃ ϑεός 
σου δίδωσι σοι. 2. Τοὺς ἀδελφούς σου xal τοὺς συγγενεῖς σου μὴ 
ὑπερίδῃς ᾿ τοὺς γὰρ οἴχείους τοῦ σπέρματός σου οὐχ ὑπερόψει. 

XVI. Τὸν βασιλέα φοβηϑήσῃ, εἰδώς, ὅτι τοῦ χυρίου ἐστὶν ἣ 
χειροτονία: τοὺς ἄρχοντας αὐτοῦ τιμήσεις ὡς λειτουργοὺς ϑεοῦ, 
ἔχδικοι γάρ εἰσιν πάσης ἀδικίας" οἷς ἀποτίσατε τέλος, φόρον nal 
πᾶσαν εἰσφορὰν εὐγνωμόνως. 

XVII. Οὐ προσελεύσῃ ἐπὶ προσευχήν cov ἐν ἡμέρᾳ πονηρίας σοὺ, 
πρὶν ἂν λύσῃς τὴν πικρίαν σου. 2. Αὕτη ἐστὶν ἣ ὁδὸς τῆς ζωῆς, ἧς 
γένοιτο ἐντὸς ὑμᾶς εὑρεϑῆναι διὰ ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ χυρίου ἡμῶν. 

XVII. Ἡ δὲ ὅδὸς τοῦ ϑανάτου ἐστὶν ἐν πράξεσι πονηραῖς ϑεω- 
ρουμένη" 2. ἐν αὐτῇ γὰρ ἄγνοια ϑεοῦ χαὶ πολλῶν ϑεῶν ἐπεισ- 
αγωγή, δι᾿ ὧν φόνοι, μοιχεῖαι, πορνεῖαι, ἐπιορχίαι, ἐπιϑυμίαι παράνομοι, 


5. παίδευε] Prov. 19, 18. quia suo tempore confessio peccato- 
XIII, 2. ὡς τῷ xveiw xd.) Eph. | rum publica nonnisi raro fiebat. Infra . 
Oya: c. 30 confessionem peccatorum omi- 


XIV, 3. ἐξομολογήσῃ! Doctrina | sit, quam Doctrina 14, 1 in liturgia 
14, 14 praemittit ἐν ἐχχλησίᾳ. Quae|dominica celebranda postulat. — 
verba auctor ideo omisisse videtur, οὐ προσϑήσεις] Prov. 30, 6. — ἵνα 
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et wpse invocabit, et non erit, qui exaudiat eum. 4. Communi- 
cabis omnia cum fratre tuo, et non dices propria esse ; communis 
enim participatio a Deo omnibus hominibus praeparata ἔπι. 
5. Non tolles manum tuam a filio tuo aut a filia tua, sed a 
iuventute doce eos timorem Dei. Castiga enim, inquit, filiwm 
tuum; sic enim erit tibt bonae sper. 

XIII. Servo tuo aut ancillae, in eumdem Deum fiduciam 
habentibus, non imperabis in amaritudine animae, ne forte in- 
gemiscant adversus te, et tibi ira a Deo incumbet. 2. Et vos 
servi, dominis vestris tamquam Deum repraesentantibus estote 
subiecti in reverentia et metu, sicut Domino et non hominibus. 

XIV. Odio habebis omnem hypocrisim, et quidquid Do- 
mino fuerit placitum, facies. 2. Ne deseras mandata Domini, 
servabis autem, quae accepisti ab eo, neque addens in eis, neque 
detrahens ab eis. Non addis enim verbis ilius, ne arguat te 
et mendax fias. 3. Confiteberis Domino Deo tuo peccata tua, 
et non amplius adicies ad ea, ut bene sit tibi a Domino Deo 
tuo, qui non vult mortem peccatoris, sed paenitentiam. 

XV. Patrem tuum et matrem coles tamquam {101 ortus 
auctores, ut fias longaevus super terram, quam Dominus Deus 
tuus dat tibi. 2. Fratres tuos et cognatos tuos ne despicias ; 
domesticos enim seminis tur ne despexeris. 

XVI. Regem vereberis, sciens a Domino esse electionem; 
magistratus elus honorabis ut ministros Dei; vindices enim sunt 
omnis iniuriae; quibus grato animo exsolvite vectigal, tributum 
omnemque collationem. 

XVII. Non accedas ad precationem tuam in die improbi- 
tatis tuae, priusquam amaritudinem tuam deponas. 2. Haec est 
via vitae, intra quam vos utinam inveniamini per Jesum Chri- 
stum Dominum nostrum. 

XVII. Via autem mortis in pravis actionibus cernitur ; 
2. inea enim est ignoratio Dei et introductio multorum deorum, 
per quos caedes, adulteria, scortationes, periuria, cupiditates 


ev σοι y.] Deut 4, 40; 5, 16. — οὐ] 2. τοὺς οἰχείους] les. 58, 7. 

βούλεται] Cf. Ezech. 18, 23. 32; 33,| XVI. Cf. Rom. 18, 1—7. 

11. I Petr. 3, 9. XVID, 2. 31. ἐπιϑυμίαι παράνομοι 
XV, 1. τὸν πατέρα] Exod. 20, 12.| exhibet Pitra ante πορνεῖαι. 
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χλοπαί, εἰδωλολατρεῖαι, μαγίαι, puppanetar, ἁρπαγαί, ψευδομαρτυρίαι, Omoxpt- 
σεις, διπλοκαρδίαι, δόλος, ὑπερηφανία, κακίο, αὐθάδεια, πλεονεξία, αἰσχρολογία, 
ζηλοτυπία, ϑρασύτης, ὑφψηλοφροσύνη, ἄλαζονεία. ἀφοβία, διωγμὸς ἀγαϑῶν, 
3. Ot γὰρ τούτων 


ποιηταὶ οὐ χολλῶνται ἀγαϑῷ οὐδὲ χρίσει δικαίᾳ: ἀγρυπνοῦσιν οὐχ εἰς τὸ 


ἀληθείας ἔχϑρα, ψεύδους ἀγάπη, ἄγνοια δικαιοσύνης. 


ἀγαϑόν, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς τὸ πονηρόν" ὧν μακρὰν πραότης χαὶ ὑπομονή" μάταια ἀγα- 
πῶντες, διώκοντες ἀνταπόδομα, οὐκ ἐλεοῦντες πτωχόν, οὐ πονοῦντες ἐπὶ κατα- 
πονουμένῳ, οὐ γινώσκοντες τὸν ποιήσαντα αὐτούς, φονεῖς τέκνων, φϑορεῖς πλάσ- 
μᾶτος ϑεοῦ, ἀποστρεφόμενοι ἐνδεόμενον, χαταπονοῦντες ϑλιβόμενον, πλουσίων 
παράλχλητοι, πενήτων ὑπερόπται, πονϑαμάρτητοι. - Ῥυσϑείητε, τέχνα, ἀπὸ 
τούτων ἁπάντων. 

XIX. Ὅρα μὴ τίς σε πλανήσῃ and τῆς εὐσεβείας" Οὐχ éxxAtvets 
γάρ, φησίν, ἀπ᾿ αὐτῆς δεξιὰ ἣ εὐώνυμα, ἵνα συνῇς ἐν πᾶσιν οἷς 
ἐὰν πράσσῃς᾽ οὐ γὰρ ἐὰν μὴ ἐχτραπῇς ἔξω τῆς εὐθείας ὁδοῦ, 
δυσσεβήσεις. 

XX. Περὶ δὲ βρωμάτων λέγει cor ὃ χύριος" Τὰ ἀγαϑὰ τῆς γῆς 
φάγεσθε, χαί- Ilav χρέας ἔδεσϑε ὡς λάχανα χλόης, τὸ δὲ αἶμα 
ἐχχεεῖς : οὐ γὰρ τὰ εἰσερχόμενα εἰς τὸ στόμα κοινοῖ τὸν ἄνϑρωπον, 
ἀλλὰ τὰ ἐχπορευόμενα, λέγω δὴ βλασφημίαι, καταλαλιαὶ καὶ εἴ τι 
τοιοῦτον. 2. Σὺ δὲ φάγῃ τὸν μυελὸν τῆς γῆς μετὰ δικαιοσύνης " 
ὅτι et τι χαλόν, αὐτοῦ, χαὶ εἴ τι ἀγαϑόν, αὐτοῦ - σῖτος νεανίσχοις 
nat οἶνος εὐωδιάζων παρϑένοις " τίς γὰρ φάγεται ἣ τίς πίεται παρὲξ 
αὐτοῦ; ἸΙαραινεῖ δέ σοι χαὶ ὃ σοφὸς Εσδρας λέγων Ἰ]Πορεύεσϑε 
χαὶ φάγετε λιπάσματα nal πίετε γλυχάσματα xat μὴ λυπεῖσϑε. 

XXI. ᾿Απὸ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοϑύτων φεύγετε ἐπὶ τιμῇ γὰρ δαιμόνων 
ϑύουσι ταῦτα, ἐφ᾽ ὕβρει δηλαδὴ τοῦ μόνου ϑεοῦ, ὅπως μὴ γένησθε 
χοινωνοὶ δαιμόνων. 

XXII. Περὶ δὲ βαπτίσματος, ὦ ἐπίσχοπε ἣ πρεσβύτερε, ἤδη μὲν 
χαὶ πρότερον διετεξάμεϑα, nat νῦν δέ φαμεν, ὅτι οὕτω βαπτίσεις, 


ὡς 6 χύριος διετάξατο ἡμῖν λέγων: Πορευϑέντες μαϑητεύσατε 


3. 5. δικαίᾳ : δικαίῳ Pitra. 

XIX. 14. οὐ γάρ, ἐὰν μὴ ἐχτρ. ἕξω: 
σὺ γάρ, ἐὰν ἐχτραπῇς Lagarde “--- 
οὐχ ἐχκλινεῖς] Deut. 5,32. Versum 
Doctrinae sequentem, quo Christia- 
nus admonetur, ut totum Domini 
iugum portet vel saltem faciat, quid- 
quid possit, auctor omisit. 


XX, 1. τὰ ἀγαϑὰ xtd.] 168. 1, 19. 
— πᾶν χρέας] Gen. 9,3. Pseudoigna- 
tius Her. 1, 2 similiter hos duos lo- 
|cos et Zach. 9, 7 et Eccles. 2, 25 
(v. 2) exhibet. — τὸ δὲ αἷμα ἐχχ.] 
Deut. 15, 23. — οὐ γὰρ κτλ] Matth. 
Ms 115 191 

2, 23 sq. παραινεῖ — λυπεῖσϑε om 
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iniquae, furta, idololatriae, magiae, praestigiae , rapinae, falsa 
testimonia, simulationes, corda duplicia, dolus, superbia, malitia, 
pervicacia, avaritia, turpiloquium, zelotypia, feritas, elatio mentis, 
ostentatio, timoris vacuitas, bonorum vexatio, veritatis odium, 
mendacil amor, ignorantia iustitiae. 3. Qui enim haec faciunt, 5 
non adhaerent bono neque iusto iudicio; vigilant non ad bo- 
num, sed ad malum; a quibus longe est mansuetudo et patien- 
tia; qui vana diligunt, consectantur remunerationem, non mi- 
serantur pauperem, non dolent de afflicto, non agnoscent crea- 
torem suum, interfectores iberorum, per embryonis caedem cor- 10 
ruptores plasmatis Dei, aversantes egenum, opprimentes cala- 
mitosum, divitum advocati, pauperum contemptores, omni ex 
parte peccatores. Liberemini, filii, ab his omnibus. 

XIX. Vide, ne quis te faciat aberrare a pietate. Non decli- 
nabis enim, inquit, ab ea ad dexteram vel ad sinistram, ut in- 15 
tellegas in omnibus, quae feceris; nisi enim a via recta deflectas, 
non eris implus. 

XX. De cibis vero tibi ait Dominus: Bona terra come- 
detis, et: Omnem carnem edetis ut olera herbae; sanguinem vero 
effundes; non enim quae intrant in os, coimquinant hominem, 20 
sed quae ex ore procedunt, blasphemiae, inquam, obtrectationes, 
et si quid huiusmodi. 2. Tu vero comede medullam terrae in 
lustitia, guoniam si quid pulcrum, eius est, et δὲ quid bonum, 
eusdem; frumentum iuvenibus et vinwm odoratum virginibus. 
Quis enim comedet aut quis bibet sine ipso? Sed et admonet te 25 
sapiens Esdras, dicens: Ite et comedite pinguedines, et bibite dul- 
cedines, et nolite contristari. 

XXI. Porro ab immolatis simulacrorum abstinete; in ho- 
norem enim daemonum immolant ea, ad contumeliam scilicet 
sohus Dei, ne efficiamin participes daemonum. 30 

XXII. De baptismo autem, episcope vel presbyter, iam 
quidem antea constituimus; et nune vero dicimus, quod ita bapti- 
zabis, sicut Dominus iniunxit nobis dicens: Huntes, docete omnes 


Lagarde — φάγῃ κτλ.] Gen. 45, 18.| XXL. ἐπὲ τ. y. δαιμόνων — κοινωνοὶ 
— ὅτι εἴ τι] Zach. 9,17. — τίς γάρ] | dauu.] 1 Cor. 10, 20. 

Eccles. 2, 25. — πορεύεσϑε! Π Ἐπάν. XXII, 1. πρότερον] Cf. Constit. 
Saa)0: \apost. II, 7; HI, 9—11; 15—18; V, 
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πᾶντα TH evdvy,, βαπτίζοντες αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ πατρὸς χαὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ 
χαὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος, διδάσκοντες αὐτοὺς τηρεῖν πάντα ὅσα ἐνε- 
τειλάμην ὑμῖν" τοῦ ἀποστείλαντος πατρός, τοῦ ἐλϑόντος Χριστοῦ, 
τοῦ μαρτυρήσαντος παραχλήτου. 2. Χρίσεις δὲ πρῶτον ἐλαίῳ 
ἁγίῳ, ἔπειτα βαπτίσεις ὕδατι καὶ τὸ τελευταῖον σφραγίσεις μύρῳ, 
ἵνα τὸ μὲν χρῖσμα μετοχὴ 7] τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος, τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ 
σύμβολον τοῦ ϑανάτου, τὸ δὲ μύρον σφραγὶς τῶν συνθηκῶν. He 
δὲ μήτε ἔλαιον ἢ pyte μύρον, ἀρχεῖ τὸ ὕδωρ xal πρὸς χρῖσιν καὶ 
πρὸς σφραγῖδα καὶ πρὸς ὁμολογίαν τοῦ ἀποθανόντος ἤτοι συναπο- 
ϑνήσχοντος. 3. Πρὸ δὲ τοῦ βαπτίσματος νηστευσάτω 6 βαπτιζόμενος" χαὶ 
γὰρ ὃ χύριος πρῶτον βαπτισϑεὶς ὑπὸ ᾿Ιωάννου χαὶ εἰς τὴν ἔρημον 
αὐλισϑείς, μετέπειτα ἐνήστευσε τεσσαράκοντα ἡμέρας καὶ τεσσαρά- 
novta νύχτας. 4. ᾿᾿Πβαπτίσϑη δὲ χαὶ ἐνήστευσεν, οὖκ αὐτὸς ἀπο- 
ρυπώσεως ἣ νηστείας χρείαν ἔχων ἢ καϑάρσεως, ὃ τῇ φύσει χα- 
ϑαρὸς χαὶ ἅγιος, ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα χαὶ Ἰωάννῃ ἀλήϑειαν προσμαρτυρήσῃ 
nat ἡμῖν ὑπογραμμὸν παράσχηται. 5. Οὐχοῦν ὃ μὲν χύριος οὐχ 
ς ἑαυτοῦ πάϑος ἐβαπτίσατο ἣ ϑάνατον ἣ ἀνάστασιν, οὐδέπω γὰρ 
δὲν τούτων ἐγεγόνει, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς διάταξιν ἑτέραν, διὸ καὶ ἀπ᾽ ἐξου- 
ας μετὰ τὸ βάπτισμα νηστεύει ὡς κύριος Ἰωάννου" 6. ὁ δὲ εἰς 
τὸν αὐτοῦ ϑάνατον μυούμενος πρότερον ὀφείλει νηστεῦσαι καὶ τότε 
βαπτίσασϑαι, οὐ γὰρ δίκαιον τὸν συνταφέντα καὶ συναναστάντα 
παρ᾽ αὐτὴν τὴν ἀνάστασιν natypetv: οὐ γὰρ χύριος ὃ ἄνϑρωπος 
τῆς διατάξεως τῆς τοῦ σωτῆρος, ἐπείπερ ὃ μὲν δεσπότης, 6 δὲ 
ὑπήκοος. 
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XXIII. Αἱ δὲ νηστεῖαι ὑμῶν pH ἔστωσαν μετὰ τῶν ὑποχριτῶν, νηστεύουσι γὰρ 
δευτέρᾳ σαββάτων χαὶ πέμπτῃ. Ὑμεῖς δὲ ἣ τὰς πέντε νηστεύσατε ἡμέρας, 
ἢ τετράδα καὶ παρασχευήν: ὅτι τῇ μὲν τετράδι ἣ χρίσις ἐξῆλθεν 7 
χατὰ τοῦ χυρίου, ᾿Ιούδα χρήμασιν ἐπαγγειλαμένου τὴν προδοσίαν : 
τὴν δὲ παρασχευήν, ὅτι ἔπαϑεν ὃ κύριος ἐν αὐτῇ πάϑος τὸ διὰ 

~ ε xX r , x [2 r \ Δ, 
σταυροῦ ὑπὸ Ilovtiov [Ππλάτουι 2. Τὸ σάββατον μέντοι χαὶ τὴν 
χυριαγχὴν ἑορτάζετε, ὅτι τὸ μὲν δημιουργίας ἐστὶν ὑπόμνημα, τὸ δὲ 


10, --- πορευϑέντες] Matth. 28, 19. 
2. 8. ἔλαιον ἡ : ἔλαιον, ἢ Pitra | 
τὸ ὕδωρ : ὕδωρ Pitra. — De oleo 
et unguento ad baptismum admini- 
strandum adhibendo Doctrina nihil 
dicit. 
3. v. ὃ βαπτιζόμενος] Doctrina 7, 


4 baptizantem quoque ieiunare iubet. 
— ὁ χύριος] Cf. Matth. 3, 4. 

6. εἰς τὸν αὐτοῦ ϑάνατον μ.] Οἵ. 
Rom. 6, 4. --- τὸν συνταφέντα κτλ.] 
Cf. Col. 2, 12. 

XXIII, 1. τὰς πέντε ἡμέρας] sci- 
licet hebdomadis dies praeter sab- 
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gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine patris et filii et spiritus sancti ; 
docentes cos servare omnia, quaecumque mandavi vobis : in nomine 
patris, qui misit, Christi, qui venit, paracleti, qui testimonium 
perhibuit. 2. Unges autem prius oleo sancto, deinde baptizabis 
aqua; et tandem signabis unguento, ut oleum quidem sit parti- 
cipatio spiritus sancti, aqua vero symbolum mortis, unguentum 
autem sigillum pactionum. Quodsi neque oleum adsit neque 
unguentum, sufficit aqua et ad unctionem et ad sigillum et ad 
confessionem morientis seu commorientis. 38. Ante autem bap- 
tisma ielunet, qui baptizatur; etenim Dominus primum a [oanne 
baptizatus et in deserto commoratus, postea ielunavit quadra- 
ginta diebus et quadraginta noctibus. 4. Baptizatus autem fuit 
ac ieiunavit, non quod ipse opus haberet ablutione sordium vel 
lelunio vel purgatione, qui natura purus et sanctus est, sed ut 
Joanni veritatem attestaretur et nobis exemplum _praeberet. 
5. Igitur Dominus non quidem baptizatus est in passionem suam 
vel mortem vel resurrectionem; nondum enim quidpiam horum 
acciderat , sed in aliam ordinationem, quapropter ex potestate 
ielunat post baptisma ut dominus Ioannis; 6. qui vero in mor- 
tem ilhus per baptismum initiatur, debet prius ieiunare et tum 
baptizari. Aequum quippe non est, ut is, qui consepultus est et 
consurrexit, sub ipsam resurrectionem maereat. Non enim homo 
constitutionis ad servatorem pertinentis dominus est: quando- 
quidem hic dominus est, ille vero subiectus. 

XXIII. Ieiunia vero vestra ne sint cum hypocritis; ieiunant 
enim secunda et quinta sabbatorum. Vos vero aut quinque 
diebus ielunanto aut quarta feria et parasceve: quoniam quarto 
quidem hebdomadis die iudicium Dominum condemnans prodiit, 
cum Indas pecunia proditionem esset pollicitus; parasceve autem, 
quia eo die Dominus mortem crucis passus est sub Pontio Pilato. 
2. Atqui sabbatum et dominicam festos dies habete, quia illud 
quidem creationis recordatio est, hoc vero resurrectionis. 3. Unum 


batum ac dominicam. Similiter Au- | d&g commemorans non cuiuslibet heb- 
gustinus Ep. 36 n. 8 ad Casul. multos, | domadis, sed Quadragesimae dies de- 
praesertim monachos, quinquies in | signare videtur. 

hebdomadeieiunare dicit. BasiliusM.| 2. 31. τὸ δέ: 4 δέ Pitra. — Pseudo- 
Hom. de ieiun. I, 7 πενϑημέρους σπον- ignatius Philipp. 13, 3 non tam sab- 
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ἀναστάσεως. 8. “Ev δὲ μόνον σάββατον ὑμῖν φυλαχτέον ἐν ὅλῳ 
τῷ ἐνιαυτῷ, τὸ τῆς τοῦ χυρίου ταφῆς, ὅπερ νηστεύειν προσῆχεν, 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ἑορτάζειν: ἐν ὅσῳ γὰρ 6 δημιουργὸς ὑπὸ γῆν τυγχάνει, 
ἰσχυρότερον τὸ περὶ αὐτοῦ πένθος τῆς χατὰ τὴν δημιουργίαν χα- 
pac, ὅτι ὃ δημιουργὸς τῶν ἑαυτοῦ δημιουργημάτων φύσει τε χαὶ 
ἀξίᾳ τιμιώτερος. : 

XXIV. “Otay δὲ προσεύχησϑε, μὴ γίνεσθε ὡς οἵ ὑποχριταί, ἀλλ᾽ 
ὡς ὃ χύριος ἡμῖν ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ διετάξατο, οὕτω προσεύχεσϑε Πάτερ ἡμῶν 
ὃ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς, ἁγιασθήτω τὸ ὄνομά cov* ἐλϑέτω ἣ βασιλεία cov: γενηϑήτω 
τὸ ϑέλημά Gov ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον 
δὸς ἣμῖν σήμερον" καὶ ἄφες ἣμῖν τὰ ὀφειλήματα ἡμῶν, ὡς nal ἡμεῖς ἀφίεμεν 
τοῖς ὀφειλέταις ἡμῶν καὶ μὴ εἰσενέγκῃς ἡμᾶς εἰς πειρασμόν, ἀλλὰ ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς 
ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ" ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν | βασιλεία Kal ἣ δύναμις nat ἣ δόξα εἰς 
τοὺς αἰῶνας" ἀμήν. 2. Τρὶς τῆς ἡμέρας οὕτω προσεύχεσϑε, προπαρασχευ- 
ἄζοντες ἑαυτοὺς ἀξίους τῆς υἱοϑεσίας τοῦ πατρός, ἵνα wh ἀναξίως 
ὑμῶν αὐτὸν πατέρα καλούντων ὀνειδισϑῆτε ὕπ᾽ αὐτοῦ, ὡς χαὶ ὃ 
Ἰσραὴλ 6 ποτε πρωτότοχος υἱὸς ἤχουσεν, ὅτι Et πατήρ εἶμι ἐγώ, 
ποῦ ἔστιν ἣ δόξα μου: xal εἰ χύριός εἰμι, ποῦ ἔστιν 6 φόβος μου: 
3. Δόξα γὰρ πατέρων ὁσιότης παίδων xal τιμὴ δεσποτῶν οἰχετῶν 
φόβος, ὥσπερ οὖν τὸ ἐναντίον ἀδοξία χαὶ ἀναρχία" Ar ὑμᾶς γάρ, 
φησί, τὸ ὄνομα μου βλασφημεῖται ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσι. 

XXV. Τίνεσϑε δὲ πάντοτε εὐχάριστδι, ὡς πιστοὶ καὶ εὐγνώ- 
μονες δοῦλοι, περὶ μὲν τῆς εὐχαριστίας οὕτω λέγοντες 2. Εὐχαριστοῦμέν 
σοι, πάτερ ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ ζωῆς ἧς ἐγνώρισας ἣμῖν διὰ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ παιδός σου, δι᾿ 
οὗ χαὶ τὰ πάντα ἐποίησας καὶ τῶν ὅλων προνοεῖς, ὃν καὶ ἀπέστειλας 
ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ τῇ ἡμετέρᾳ γενέσϑαι ἄνθρωπον, ὃν χαὶ συνεχώρησας 
παϑεῖν χαὶ ἀποθανεῖν, ὃν καὶ ἀναστῆσας εὐδόχησας δοξάσαι xat 
ἐχάϑισας ἐκ δεξιῶν σου, δι᾿ οὗ χαὶ ἐπηγγείλω ἡμῖν τὴν ἀνάστασιν 
τῶν νεχρῶν. 3. Σύ, δέσποτα παντοχράτορ, ϑεὲ αἰώνιε, ὥσπερ ἦν 
τοῦτο διεσχορπισμένον καὶ συναχϑὲν ἐγένετο εἷς ἄρτος, οὕτω συνάγαγέ cov τὴν 
ἐχχλησίαν ἀπὸ τῶν περάτων τῆς γῆς εἰς τὴν σὴν βασιλείαν, 4. "Ett εὔχαρι- 
στοῦμεν, πάτερ ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ τοῦ τιμίου αἵματος ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ ἐχ- 
χυϑέντος ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν χαὶ τοῦ τιμίου σώματος, οὗ xal ἀντίτυπα 


batum et dominicam dies festos ha-| excepto. 
beri iubet, quam condemnat eos, qui} XXIV, 1. 13. χαὲ ἡ ὃ. καὶ ἡ δόξα] 
diebus illis ieiunant, uno sabbato| om Pitra. 
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vero dumtaxat sabbatum vobis observandum est in toto anno, 
illud, quo Dominus sepultus fuit, quo ietunare decuit, non au- 
tem festum agere. Quamdiu enim creator sub terra degit, plus 
valet luctus de eo susceptus quam laetitia de creatione, quoniam 
creator creaturis suis natura ac dignitate praestat. 

XXIV. Cum autem oraveritis, ne sitis quemadmodum hy- 
pocritae ; sed sicut Dominus nobis in Evangelio praecepit, ita 
orate: Pater noster, qui es in caelis, sanctificetur nomen tuum ; 
adveniat regnum tuum; fiat voluntas tua sicut in caelo et in 
terra; panem nostrum cotidianum da nobis hodie; et dimitte 
nobis debita nostra, sicut et nos dimittimus debitoribus nostris, 
et ne nos inducas in tentationem, sed libera nos a malo, quia 
tuum est regnum et virtus et gloria in saecula. Amen. 2. Ter 
in die sic orate, et praeparate vos, ut sitis digni adoptione patris, 
ne, si eum indigne patrem appelletis, probrum ab eo referatis, 
sicut et Israél, qui olim erat primogenitus filius, audivit: δὲ 
pater ego sum, ubi est honor meus, et si Dominus sum, ubi est 
timor meus? 3. Gloria enim patrum est sanctitas filiorum, et 
honor herorum famulorum metus, quemadmodum utique quod 
contrarium est, despectio et imperii abiectio censetur. Propter 
vos enim, inquit, nomen mewm blasphematur in gentibus. 

XXV. Hstote autem semper ad gratias agendas intenti, 
ut fideles et grati servi, de eucharistia quidem ita dicentes: 2. Gra- 
tias agimus tibi, pater noster, pro vita, quam manifestasti nobis 


per lesum filium tuum, per quem tum omnia creasti, tum uni- 2 


versis provides, quem et misisti, ut ad salutem nostram homo 
fieret; quem etiam permisisti pati et mori; quem et resuscitans 
glorificare voluisti, et sedere fecisti ad dexteram tuam, per quem 
et promisisti nobis resurrectionem mortuorum. 3. Tu, Domine 


omnipotens, Deus aeterne: quemadmodum hoc erat dispersum ὃ 


et cum fuit congregatum, factus est unus panis, ita congrega 
ecclesiam tuam a finibus terrae in regnum tuum. 4. Adhuc 
gratias agimus, pater noster, pro pretioso sanguine lesu Christi, 
qui effusus est nostra causa, et pro pretioso corpore, cuius et 


2. εἰ πατὴρ xti.] Malach. 1, 6. | dem verba habet Pseudoignatius 


3. dv? ὑμᾶς] Tes. 52, Ὁ: | Philad. 9, 2. 
XXV, 1. δ οὗ — προνοεῖς] Ea- | 
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ταῦτα ἐπιτελοῦμεν, αὐτοῦ διαταξαμένου ἡμῖν χαταγγέλλειν τὸν 
αὐτοῦ ϑάνατον" δι᾿’ αὐτοῦ γάρ σοι χαὶ ἣ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας" ἀμήν. 
ὅ. Μηδεὶς δὲ ἐσθιέτω ἐξ αὐτῶν τῶν ἀμυήτων, ἀλλὰ μόνοι of βεβαπτισμένοι 
εἰς τὸν τοῦ κυρίου ϑάνατον. 6. Εἰ δέ τις ἀμύητος χρύψας ἑαυτὸν 
μεταλάβῃ, χρίμα αἰώνιον φάγεται, ὅτι μὴ ὧν τῆς εἰς Χριστὸν πί- 
otews μετέλαβεν ὧν οὐ ϑέμις, εἰς τιμωρίαν ἑαυτοῦ ef δέ-τις κατὰ 
ἄγνοιαν μεταλάβοι, τοῦτον τάχιον στοιχειώσαντες μυήσατε, ὅπως 
Ly καταφρονητὴς ἐξέλϑοι. 

XXVI. Μετὰ δὲ τὴν μετάληψιν οὕτως εὐχαριστήσατε" 2. Εὐχαριστοῦμέν 
σοι, ὃ ϑεὸς χαὶ πατὴρ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ σωτῆρος ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἁγίου ὀνό- 
μοτός cov οὗ χατεσχήνωσας ἐν ἡμῖν, καὶ ὑπὲρ τῆς γνώσεως χαὶ πίστεως χαὶ 
ἀγάπης καὶ ἀϑανασίας ἧς ἔδωχας ἡμῖν διὰ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ παιδός σου. 8. Σύ, 
δέσποτα παντοχράτορ, ὃ ϑεὸς τῶν ὅλων, 6 κτίσας τὸν κόσμον χαὶ τὰ ἐν 
αὐτῷ Ot αὐτοῦ, χαὶ νόμον χατεφύτευσας ἐν ταῖς ψυχαῖς ἡμῶν 
χαὶ τὰ πρὸς μετάληψιν προευτρέπισας ἄνϑρώποις: ὃ ϑεὸς τῶν ἁγίων nat 
ἀμέμπτων πατέρων ἡμῶν, ᾿Αβραὰμ καὶ Ἰσαὰκ nat Ἰακώβ, τῶν 
πιστῶν δούλων σου" ὃ δυνατὸς ϑεός, ὃ πιστὸς καὶ ἀληϑινὸς καὶ 
ἀψευδὴς ἐν ταῖς ἐπαγγελίαις: ὃ ἀποστείλας ἐπὶ γῆς ᾿Ιησοῦν τὸν 
Χριστόν σου ἀνθρώποις συναναστραφῆναι ὡς ἄνϑρωπον, ϑεὸν ὄντα 
λόγον καὶ ἄνθρωπον, καὶ τὴν πλάνην πρόρριζον ἀνελεῖν 4. αὐτὸς 
χαὶ νῦν δι᾿ αὐτοῦ μνήσϑητι τῆς ἁγίας cov ἐχχλησίας ταύτης, ἣν περι- 
ἐποιήσω τῷ τιμίῳ αἵματι τοῦ Χριστοῦ σου, καὶ ῥῦσαι αὐτὴν ἀπὸ παντὸς 
πονηροῦ χαὶ τελείωσον αὐτὴν ἐν τῇ ἀγάπῃ σου χαὶ τῇ ἀληθείᾳ σου, καὶ 
συνάγαγε πάντας Hac εἰς τὴν σὴν βασιλείαν, ἣν ἡτοίμασας αὐτῇ. 5. Μαρὰν 
ἀϑά" ὥὡσαννὰ τῷ υἱῷ Δαβίδ, εὐλογημένος ὃ ἐρχόμενος ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου, 
Debs χύριος ὃ ἐπιφανεὶς ἡμῖν ἐν σαρχί. 6. Et τις ἅγιος, προσερχέσθω " 
εἰ δέ τις οὐκ ἔστι, γινέσθω διὰ μετανοίας. “Enitpémete δὲ χαὶ τοῖς πρεσ- 
βυτέροις ὑμῶν εὐχαριστεῖν. 

XXVIII. Περὶ δὲ τοῦ μύρου οὕτως εὐχαριστήσατε - Εὔχαρι- 
στοῦμέν σοι, ϑεὲ δημιουργὲ τῶν ὅλων, χαὶ ὑπὲρ τῆς εὐωδίας τοῦ 
μύρου χαὶ ὑπὲρ tod ἀϑανάτου αἰῶνος οὗ ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν διὰ Ἰησοῦ 


4. χαταγγέλλειν — Devatov|1Cor.| 2. ὁ ϑεὸς τῶν ὅλων] Sic Deus pa- 
1i, 26. ‘ter in Constitutionibus apostolorum 
6. χρίμα at. φάγεται] I Cor. 11, 29. | saepius vocatur. Cf. V, 7 extr.; VI, 
XXVI, 1. 10 sq. ὀνόματός cov om | 7 init. ; VIL, 38. 39. 48. 44; ὙΠῚ, 9. 10. 


Pitra. 4, 24, αὐτῇ : αὐτήν Pitra. 
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haec antitypa celebramus, cum ipse nobis constituerit mortem 
illius annuntiare; per ypsum enim tibi etiam gloria in saecula. 
Amen. 5. Nullus porro eorum, qui initiati non sunt, ex eis 
comedat; sed soli ei, qui baptizati fuerunt in Domini mortem. 
6. Si quis vero non initiatus celaverit se ipsum et sic communi- 
caverit , iudicum manducat aeternum, quod non addictus fidei 
in Christum sumpsit, quae fas non erat, in supplicium suum. 
Si quis autem per ignorantiam participaverit, hune cito instruite 
ac baptismo initiate, ne contemptor exeat. 

XXVI. Post communionem vero sic gratias agite: 2. Gra- 
tias agimus tibi, Deus et pater lesu salvatoris nostri, pro sancto 
nomine tuo, quod habitare fecisti in nobis, et pro cognitione et 
fide et caritate et immortalitate, quae dedisti nobis per [esum 
Christum filium tuum. 3. Tu, Domine omnipotens, Deus uni- 
versorum , qui creasti mundum et quae sunt in eo per ipsum, 
et legem inseruisti in animabus nostris, et victui accommoda 
praeparasti hominibus; Deus sanctorum et inculpatorum patrum 
nostrorum, Abraham et Isaac et Iacob, fidelium servorum tuorum, 
Deus potens, fidelis et verax et in promissis non mendax, qui 
misisti in terram Iesum Christum tuum, ut cum hominibus con- 
versaretur tamquam homo, cum sit et Deus verbum et homo, 
et errorem radicitus evelleret; 4. 1056 et nunc per eum memento 
huiusce sanctae ecclesiae tuae, quam acquisisti pretioso sanguine 
Christi tui; atque eam ab omni malo libera, et perfice illam in 
caritate tua et veritate tua, et nos omnes congrega in regnum 
tuum, quod praeparasti ei. 5. Maran atha. Hosanna filio David. 
Benedictus, qui venit in nomine Domini, Deus Dominus, qui 
apparuit nobis in carne. 6. Si quis sanctus est, accedat; si 
quis vero talis non est, fiat per paenitentiam. Committite au- 
tem et presbyteris vestris, ut gratias agant. 

XXVII. Pro unguento autem hunc in modum gratias agite : 
Gratias agimus tibi, Deus creator omnium, etiam pro fragrantia 
unguenti et pro immortali saeculo, quod notificasti nobis per 


6. πρεσβυτέροις] i.e. presbyteris,non| XXVII, 1. περὲ τ. μύρου] Doctrina 
solum episcopo. Doctrina 10,7 prophe- | nihil dicit. 


5. εὐλογημένος] Matth. 21, 9. | tas gratias agere sinit, quantas velint. 
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τοῦ παιδός σου" ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἣ δόξα καὶ ἣ δύναμις εἰς τοὺς af- 
ὥνας" ἀμήν. 

2. Ὃς ἐὰν ἐλϑὼν οὕτως εὐχαριστῇ;, προσδέξασϑε αὐτὸν ὡς Χριστοῦ 
μαθητήν ἐὰν δὲ ἄλλην διδαχὴν κηρύσσῃ παρ᾽ ἣν ὑμῖν παρέδωχεν ὃ 
Χριστὸς δι ἡμῶν, τῷ τοιούτῳ μὴ συγχωρεῖτε εὐχαριστεῖν - ὑβρίζει 
γὰρ 6 τοιοῦτος τὸν ϑεόν, ἥπερ δοξάζει. : 

XXVIII. Πᾶς δὲ ὃ ἐρχόμενος πρὸς ὑμᾶς, δοκχιμασϑείς, οὕτω δεχέσϑω " 
σύνεσιν γὰρ ἔχετε, χαὶὲὶ δύνασϑ'ε γνῶναι δεξιὰν 7 ἀριστερὰν χαὶ Cranptvat 
ψευδοδιδασκάλους διδασχάλων. 2. ᾿Ελϑόντι μέντοι τῷ διδασκάλῳ 
Ex ψυχῆς ἐπιχορηγήσατε τὰ δέοντα: τῷ δὲ ψευδοδιδασχάλῳ δώσετε 
μὲν τὰ πρὸς χρείαν, od παραδέξεσϑε δὲ αὐτοῦ τὴν πλάνην. οὔτε 
μὴν συμπροσεύξησϑε αὐτῷ, ἵνα μὴ συμμιανϑῆτε αὐτῷ. 3. Πᾶς προ- 
φήτης ἀληϑινὸς ἣ διδάσχαλος ἐρχόμενος πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἄξιός ἐστι τῆς τρο- 
φῆς ὡς ἐργάτης λόγου δικαιοσύνης. 

XXIX. Πᾶσαν ἀπαρχὴν γεννημάτων ληνοῦ, ἅλωνος βοῶν te καὶ προ- 
βάτων δώσεις τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν, ἵνα εὐλογηϑῶσιν αἱ ἀποϑῆκαι τῶν τα- 
μείων σου καὶ τὰ ἐχφόρια τῆς γῆς σου, χαὶ στηριχϑῇς σίτῳ xal 
οἴνῳ χαὶ ἐλαίῳ, χαὶ αὐξηϑῇ τὰ βουχόλια τῶν βοῶν σου nal τὰ 
ποίμνια τῶν προβάτων Gov" πᾶσαν δεχάτην δώσεις τῷ ὀρφανῷ nat 
τῇ χήρᾳ, τῷ πτωχῷ χαὶ τῷ προσηλύτῳ. 2. Πᾶσαν ἀπαρχὴν ἄρτων 
ϑερμῶν, χεραμίου οἴνου ἣ ἐλαίου Ἢ μέλιτος 7] ἀχροδρύων, σταφυλῆς 
7 τῶν ἄλλων τὴν ἀπαρχὴν δώσεις τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν " ἀργυρίου δὲ nat ἵματισ- 
μοῦ χαὶ παντὸς χτήματος τῷ ὀρφανῷ nal τῇ χήρᾳ. 

XXX. Τὴν ἀναστάσιμον τοῦ κυρίου ἡμέραν, τὴν κυριακὴν φαμεν, 
συνέρχεσθε ἀδιαλείπτως, εὐχαριστοῦντες τῷ ϑϑεῷ καὶ ἐξομολογούμενοι ἐφ᾽ 
οἷς εὐηργέτησεν ἡμᾶς ὃ ϑεὸς διὰ Χριστοῦ, ῥυσάμενος ἀγνοίας, πλάνης, 
δεσμῶν" 2. ὅπως ἄμεμπτος ἢ ἢ ϑυσία ὑμῶν nal εὐανάφορος ved, τῷ 
εἰπόντι περὶ τῆς οἰχουμενικῆς αὐτοῦ ἐχχλησίας, ὅτι Ἔν παντὶ τόπῳ 
μοι προσενεχϑ' σεται ϑυμίαμα καὶ ϑυσία χαϑαρά" ὅτι βασιλεὺς μέγας ἐγώ 
εἶμι, λέγει κύριος παντοχράτωρ, nat τὸ ὄνομά μοὺ ϑαυμαστὸν ἐν τοῖς ἔϑνεσιν. 

ΧΧΧΙ, πΠροχειρίσασϑε δὲ ἐπισκόπους ἀξίους τοῦ κυρίου χαὶ πρεσβυ- 
τέρους χαὶ διακόνους, ἄνδρας εὐλαβεῖς, δικαίους, πραεῖς, ἀφιλαργύρους, 


2. Post hune versum Doctrina 11, | sit.- Uno tantum verbo XXVIII, 8 
12 de apostolis suscipiendis et prophetam respicit, Doctrinam 13, 1 
prophetis diiudicandis agit. Auctor | repetens. 

sectionem totam velut pro ratione| XXVIII. Cf. Doctrina 12,1; 13,1—2. 
temporis supervacaneam praetermi-| XXIX, 1. τ. ἱερεῦσιν] τοῖς προφή- 


2) 
9) 
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Tesum filium tuum, quoniam ad te pertinet gloria et potestas 
in saecula. Amen. 

2. Qui accedens hoc modo gratias egerit, recipite illum ut 
discipulum Christi; sin vero aliam doctrinam praedicet praeter 
eam, quam vobis per nos Christus tradidit, huic ne permittatis 
gratias agere; is enim contumelia afficit Deum potius quam 
honorat. 

XXVIII. Quicumque vero ad vos venit, probetur et sic ad- 
mittatur: intellegentiam enim habetis, et potestis agnoscere 
dexteram vel sinistram atque discernere falsos doctores a docto- 
ribus. 2. Venienti sane doctori ex animo suppeditate ne- 
cessaria ; falso autem doctori tribuetis quidem, quae opus sunt; 
at non recipietis errorem illius neque etiam una cum eo oretis, 
ne elus societate inquinemini. 4. Omnis propheta verus vel 
magister, qui venit ad vos, dignus est cibo ut operarius ser- 
monis iustitiae. 

XXIX. Omnes primitias provenientes e torculari, area et 
bobus atque ovibus, dabis sacerdotibus, ut benedicantur reposita 
in cellaris tuis et fructus terrae tuae, utque imnitaris frumento 
et vino et oleo, augeanturque armenta boum tuorum et greges 
ovium twarum; omnem decimam dabis pupillo ac viduae, pau- 
peri et advenae. 2. Omnes primitias panum calidorum, urcei 
vini vel olei vel mellis vel fructuum arborum, uvae vel aliarum 
rerum primitias dabis sacerdotibus, argenti vero et vestimenti 
omnisque possessionis orphano ac viduae. 

XXX. Die resurrectionis Domini, hoe est, dominica, con- 
venite assidue, gratias agentes Deo et confitentes de beneficiis, 
quae in vos contulit Deus per Christum, liberans ab ignorantia, 
errore, vinculis, 2. ut sacrificium vestrum sit irreprehensum et 


Deo acceptum, qui dixit de ecclesia sua oecumenica: In omni 3 


loco mihi offeretur incensum et sacrificium mundum; quia rex 
magnus ego sum, dicit Dominus omnipotens, et nomen meum 
admirabile in gentibus. 

ΧΧΧΙ, EHligite autem episcopos dignos Domino, et presby- 
teros ac diaconos, viros pios, iustos, mites, non avaros, amantes 


ταις Doctr. 13, 3. — εὐλογ. at ἀπο- Gen. 27, 37. 
ἄκου, xh] Deut. 7, 13; 28, 4.5.| ΧΧΧ, Cf. Doctr. 14. 
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φιλαλήϑεις, δεδοχιμασμένους, ὁσίους ἀπροσωπολήπτους, δυναμένους δι- 
δάσχειν τὸν λόγον τῆς εὐσεβείας ὀρϑοτομοῦντας ἐν τοῖς τοῦ χυρίου 
δόγμασιν. 2. Ὑμεῖς δὲ τιμᾶτε τούτους ὡς πατέρας, ὡς χυρίους. ὡς 
εὐεργέτας, ὡς τοῦ εὖ εἶναι αἰτίους. 

3. ᾿Ἐλέγχετε δὲ ἀλλήλους, μὴ ἐν ὀργῇ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν μαχροϑυμίᾳ μετὰ 
χρηστότητος χαὶ εἰρήνης 4. ἸΙάντα τὰ προστεταγμένα ὑμῖν ὑπὸ τοῦ 
χυρίου φυλάξατε. 5. Τρηγορεῖτε ὑπὲρ τῆς ζωῆς ὑμῶν. ᾿Εστωσαν at 
ὀσφύες ὑμῶν περιεζωσμέναι καὶ of λύχνοι καιόμενοι, χαὶ ὑμεῖς ὅμοιοι 
ἀνθρώποις προσδεχομένοις τὸν κύριον ἑαυτῶν, πότε ἥξει, ἑσπέρας 
7] πρωὶ ἣ ἀλεχτοροφωνίας ἢ μεσονυχτίου᾽ ἥ γὰρ ὥρᾳ ob προσδοχῶσιν, 
ἐλεύσεται 6 κύριος, χαὶ ἐὰν αὐτῷ ἀνοίξωσι, μακάριοι of δοῦλοι ἐχεῖνοι, 
ὅτι εὑρέϑησαν γρηγοροῦντες " ὅτι περιζώσεται καὶ ἀνακλινεῖ αὐτοὺς 
χαὶ παρελθὼν διαχονήσει αὐτοῖς. 6. Νήφετε οὖν χαὶ προσεύχεσθε 
μὴ ὑπνῶσαι εἰς ϑάνατον " οὐ γὰρ ὀνήσει ὑμᾶς τὰ πρότερα κατορϑῶ- 
ματα, ἐὰν εἰς τὰ ἔσχατα ὑμῶν ἀποπλανηϑῆτε τῆς πίστεως τῆς ἀληϑοῦς. 

XXXII. Ἐν γὰρ ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις πληϑυνϑήσονται οἵ φευδοπρο- 
φῆται χαὶ οἵ φϑορεῖς τοῦ λόγου, xal στραφήσονται τὰ πρόβατα εἰς λύκους 
χαὶ ἣ ἀγάπη εἰς μῖσος πληϑυνϑείσης γὰρ τῆς ἀνομίας Ψυγήσεται 7 ἀγάπη 
τῶν πολλῶν, μισήσουσι γὰρ ἀλλήλους of ἄνϑρωποι καὶ διώξουσι nal προ- 
δώσουσι. 2. Καὶ τότε φανήσεται 6 χκοσμοπλάνος, ὃ τῆς ἀληθείας ἐχϑρός, 
6 τοῦ ψεύδους προστάτης, ὃν δ'χύριος Ιησοῦς ἀνελεῖ τῷ πνεύματι 
τοῦ στόματος αὐτοῦ ὃ διὰ χειλέων ἀναιρῶν ἀσεβῆ καὶ πολλοὶ σκαν-- 
δαλισϑήσονται ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ, οἱ δὲ ὑπομείναντες εἰς τέλος, οὗτοι σωθήσονται. 
ὦ, Καὶ τότε φανήσεται τὸ σημεῖον τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ, 
εἶτα φωνὴ σάλπιγγος ἔσται Ot ἀρχαγγέλου καὶ μεταξὺ ἀναβίωσις τῶν 
χεχοιμημένων: 4. nal τότε ἥξει ὃ χύριος χαὶ πάντες οἵ ἅγιοι μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ ἐν 
συσσεισμῷ ἐπάνω τῶν νεφελῶν pret ἀγγέλων δυνάμεως αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ 
ϑρόνου βασιλείας, κατακρῖναι τὸν χοσμοπλάνον διάβολον καὶ ἄἅπο- 
δοῦναι ἑκάστῳ χατὰ τὴν πράξιν αὐτοῦ. 5. Τότε ἀπελεύσονται of 
μὲν πονηροὶ εἰς αἰώνιον χόλασιν, of δὲ δίκαιοι πορεύσονται εἰς 
ζωὴν αἰώνιον, κληρονομοῦντες ἐχεῖνα, ἃ ὀφθαλμὸς οὐχ εἶδεν nal 
οὗς οὖκ ἤχουσεν χαὶ ἐπὶ καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου οὐχ ἀνέβη, ἃ ἣτοί- 
μᾶσεν ὃ ϑεὸς τοῖς ἀγαπῶσιν αὐτόν: καὶ χαρήσονται ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ 
τοῦ ϑεοῦ τῇ ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ. ᾿ 

ΧΧΧΙ, 1. τ. λόγον χτλ.] IL Tim. | 35—37 et Mare. 13, 35 in unum con- 
2, 15: flavit. 


5. ἔστωσαν xt.) Auctor Luc. 12, 60. νήφετεχ. προσεύχεσϑε] Cf. Matth. 
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veritatis, probatos, sanctos, non acceptores personarum, qui va- 
leant docere sermonem pretatis recte tractantes in dogmatibus 
Domini. 2. Vos vero hos honorate ut patres, ut dominos, ut 
beneficos, ut auctores quod bene estis. 

3. Arguite etiam vos mutuo, non in ira, sed in aequanimi- 
tate, cum benignitate ac pace. 4. Omnia vobis a Domino prae- 
cepta servate. 5. Vigilate pro vita vestra. Sint lumbi vestri 
praecincti et lucernae ardentes, et vos similes hominibus exspec- 
tantibus dominum swum, quando veniet, vespere vel mane vel 
galli cantu vel media nocte; qua enim hora non exspectant, veniet 
Dominus , et δὲ si aperuerint, beati servi ah, quia imventi sunt 
vigilantes, quomam praecinget se et faciet illos discumbere et 
transiens ministrabit illis. 6. Vigilate igitur et orate, ne dormiatis 
in mortem; non enim iuvabunt vos priora recte facta, si in ex- 
tremis vestris a fide vera aberraveritis. 

XXXII. In ultimis enim diebus multiplicabuntur falsi pro- 
phetae et corruptores sermonis, et convertentur oves in lupos 
et caritas in odium; nam multiplicata iniquitate refrigescet ca- 
ritas multorum; homines enim se invicem odio habebunt et per- 
sequentur et prodent. 2. Ac tunc apparebit orbis deceptor, ini- 
micus veritatis; propugnator mendacii, quem spiritu oris sui 
interficiet Dominus Iesus, qui per labia interimet imprum. Et 
multi scandalum patientur in eo; qua autem perseveraverint usque 
in finem, li salvi erunt. 3. Tuncque apparebit signum filii ho- 
minis in caelo, deinde vox tubae erit per archangelum et interea 
reviviscent, qui dormierunt; 4. et tunc veniet Dominus ac omnes 
sancti cum eo in terrae motu super nubes cum angelis virtutis 
suae in solio regni, ut condemnet orbis deceptorem diabolum 
et reddat unicurique secundum opera ews. 5. Tune abibunt mali 
quidem in aeternum supplicvum, vsti autem bunt in vitam aeter- 
nam, hereditatem adeuntes eorum, quae oculus non vidit et auris 
non audiwit, et in cor hominis non ascenderunt, quae pracparavit 
Deus eis, qui diligunt illum; et gaudebunt in regno Dei, quod 
est in Christo Iesu. 


26, 41. Mare. 14, 38. 4. χαὶ ἀποδοῦναι] Matth. 16, 27. 
XXX, 2. ἀνελεῖ χτλ.] Tes. 11,4.--| 5. τότε ἀπελεύσονται] Matth. 25, 

ot δὲ ὑπομείναντες] Matth. 24, 13. | 46. — ἃ ὀφϑαλμός] 1 Cor. 2, 9. 
Doctr. apost. ed. Funk. 7 
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XVIII. Μεταβῶμεν δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ ἑτέραν γνῶσιν καὶ διδαχῆν. 
Ὁδοὶ δύο εἰσὶν διδαχῆς καὶ ἐξουσίας, ἥ τε τοῦ φωτὸς xal ἣ τοῦ 
εσχότους. Διαφορὰ δὲ πολλὴ τῶν δύο ὁδῶν. “Ey ἧς μὲν γάρ 
εἶσιν τεταγμένοι φωταγωγοὶ ἄγγελοι τοῦ ϑεοῦ, ἐφ᾽ ἧς δὲ ἄγγελοι 
τοῦ σατανᾶ. 2. Kai ὃ μέν ἐστιν χύριος ἀπ᾽ αἰώνων καὶ εἰς τοὺς 
αἰῶνας, 6 δὲ ἄρχων χαιροῦ τοῦ νῦν τῆς ἀνομίας. 

XIX. Ἡ οὖν ὁδὸς τοῦ φωτός ἐστιν αὕτη" ἐάν τις ϑέλων ὁδὸν 
ὁδεύειν ἐπὶ τὸν ὡρισμένον τόπον, σπεύσῃ τοῖς ἔργοις αὐτοῦ. 
Ἔστιν οὖν ἣἡ δοθεῖσα ἡμῖν γνῶσις τοῦ περιπατεῖν ἐν αὐτῇ τοι- 
αὔτη. 2. ᾿ἡγαπήσεις τὸν σὲ ποιήσαντα, φοβηϑήσῃ τόν σε πλά- 
σαντα, δοξάσεις τόν σε λυτρωσάμενον Ex ϑανάτου " ἔσῃ ἁπλοῦς τῇ 
χαρδίᾳ nat πλούσιος τῷ πνεύματι οὐ κολληϑήσῃ μετὰ τῶν πορευ- 
5 ομένων ἐν ὁδῷ ϑανάτου, μισήσεις πᾶν, ὃ οὐκ ἔστιν ἀρεστὸν τῷ ϑεῷ, 


o 


XVIII, 1. Vocem διδαχήν charac-| II Cor. 6, 14. I Ioann. 1, 5—7. 
teribus mutatis dedi, quia Barnabas ΧΙΧ ἢ. ΘΕ 1: 


eam efonte suo vel inscriptione Doc-| 2. ἀγαπήσεις xtd.] D1, 2. Barna- 
trinae apostolorum deprompsisse vi- | bas τὸν ϑεόν post ἀγαπήσεις delevit, 
detur. Hpistulae Barnabae enim ca- | plura autem addidit. — gopySjox.. 


pita XVIJI—XX recudens ea, quae δοξάσεις] Sirach verbis 7, 30 ἐν ὕλῃ 
in hac scriptura leguntur ex eaque | δυνάμει ἀγάπησον tov ποιήσαντά oF 
repetenda sunt, litteris obliquis ex-| xat τοὺς λειτουργοὺς αὐτοῦ μὴ ἐγκατα- 
pressi. — ὁδοὶ δύο xta.] Cf. ἢ (Doc-| Ainge 7, 31 confestim addit: φοβοῦ 
trina apost.) 1,1. — φωτὸς καὶ σχό- tov χύριον, wal δόξασον ἱερέα. — 
τους] Hae voces, quas Barnabas vo-| ἁπλοῦς τ. x.| Eph. 6,5 et Col. 3, 22 
cibus ζωῆς χαὶ ϑανάτου substituit, ἁπλότης τῆς καρδίας commemoratur. 
in 8. Scriptura et praesertim in scrip- --- πλούσιος τ. πν.] Matth. ὅ, 3 prae- 
turis 8. Ioannis saepe leguntur. Cf. | dicantur of πτωχοὶ. τῷ πνεύματι. — 
Tob. 12, 25. Ioann. 1, 4—9; 3, 19. μισήσεις χτλ] D 4, 12. Barnabas 
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μισήσεις πᾶσαν ὑττόκρισιν" οὐ μὴ ἐγκαταλίπῃς ἐντολὰς κυρίου. 3. 

Οὐχ ὑψώσεις σεαυτίν, ἔσῃ δὲ ταπεινόφρων κατὰ πάντα: οὐχ ἀρεῖς 

ἐπὶ σεαυτὸν δόξαν. Οὐ λήψῃ βουλὴν πονηρὰν κατὰ τοῦ πλησίον 
5 ! ~ ~ ͵ ? ’ ΕῚ ' 

σου" οὐ δώσεις τῇ Wuyr, σου ϑρασος. 4. Οὐ πορνεύσεις, OV μοιχευ- 

σεις, οὐ παιδοφϑορήσεις. Οὐ μή σου ὃ λόγος τοῦ ϑεοῦ ἐξέλϑῃ ἐν 

ἀχαϑαρσίᾳ τινῶν. Ov λήψῃ πρόσωπον ἐλέγξαι τινὰ ἐπὶ παραπτώ- 

, th , c = κ ' 
ματι. "Eon πραΐῦς, ἔσῃ ἡσύχιος, ἔσῃ τρέμων τοὺς λόγους, οὺς ἤκουσας. 
Οὐ μνησικακήσεις τῷ ἀδελφῷ σου. ὅ. Οὐ μὴ διψυχήσῃς, πότερον 
, γ > \ C Stare r κ a r 2 

ἔσται ἢ ov. Οὐ ph λάβῃς ext ματαίῳ τὸ ὄνομα xupiov. .4γα- 
Ὕ c ‘ Ul ? Uy ’ 

πήσεις TOY πλησίον σου ὑπὲρ THY ψυχὴν σου. Ov φονεύσεις τέκ- 

> ~ IHX , \ 2 ~ 2 S elt 

νὸν ἕν φϑορᾷ, οὐδὲ πάλιν γεννηϑὲν αποχτενεῖς. Ov μὴ ἄρῃς 

‘ ~ \ i Ἐν Ὁ ᾽ 2 κ᾿ Ὁ ! 3 \ 

τὴν χεῖρα σου ἀπὸ τοῦ υἱοῦ Gov ἢ amo τῆς ϑυγατρὸς σου, αλλα 

Ἂ . ͵ Ve U , a a) Η͂ r > ~ “ 

amo vec tntog διδαξεις φόβον κυρίου. 6. Ov py γένῃ ἐπιϑυμῶν ta 

τοῦ πλησίον σου, οὐ μὴ γένῃ πλεονέκτης " οὐδὲ κολληϑήσῃ & ψυχῆς 
Ν Ὁ 5) ‘ ᾿ - ᾿ ͵ 

σου μετὰ ὑψηλῶν, ἀλλὰ μετὰ ταπεινῶν καὶ δικαίων ἀναστραφήσῃ. 
‘ ! ς ν cr 

Τὰ συμβαίνοντα σοι ἐνεργήματα ὡς ἀγαϑὰ πιροσδέξῃ, εἰδώς, ὅτι 

ἄνευ ϑεοῦ οὐδὲν γίνεται. 7. Οὐχ ἔσῃ διγνώμων οὐδὲ δίγλωσσος" 

‘ 5 \ c , c 
παγὶς yao ϑανάτου ἐστὶν ἡ διγλωσσία. Ὑποταγήσῃ κυρίοις ὡς τύπῳ 


membra invertit, pro χυρίῳ posuit 


ϑεῷ, μισήσεις iteravit. — οὐ μὴ ἐγ- 
χαταλίπῃς κτλ] Ὁ 4, 13. 

9. οὐχ by. σ.)] Ὁ 8, 9. — οὐ λήψῃ 
κτλ] D 2, 6. — od δώσεις] D 3, 9. 
Barnabas in hoc versu inter senten- 
tias Doctrinae duas inter se coniunc- 
tas similesque tertiam eamque dis- 
similem et ex alio loco desumptam 
inseruit; primam sententiam insuper 
amplificavit. Doctrina ergo ordinem 
sententiarum magis consentaneum 
habet. 

4, ov πορνεύσεις xtd.] D 2, 2, ubi 
autem membrorum ordo alius est. — 
οὐ λήψῃ] Ὁ 4,3. — ἔσῃ πραὺς κτλ. 
D 8, 7. 8. Barnabas hune locum re- 
petens plura omisit. — οὐ μνησικακή- 
σεις] Ὁ 2,3. Ut notae indicant, 
Barnabas hunc versum ex quattuor 
Doctrinae locis compilavit. 

5. ov μὴ διψυχήσῃς} D 4,4. Bar- 


nabas hic et pluribus aliis locis, sci- 
licet etiam in hoc versu (οὐ μὴ ἄρῃς) 
et in versibus 6 et 7, ob μὴ scribit 
pro ov. — ov μὴ λάβῃς] Exod. 20, 7. 
Deut. 5, 11. — ἀγαπήσεις] Barnabas 
hie D1, 2 et 2,7 in unum conflavit 
et sententiam Doctrinae mutavit, 
quae hominem non in universum 
admonet, ut proximum plus amet 
quam animam suam, sed loco prin- 
cipali de amore proximi verba Evan- 
gelii reddit. — οὐ φονεύσεις] D 2, 2. 
— ov μὴ ἄοῃς] Ὁ 4, 9. 

6. οὐ μὴ xta.] Ὁ 2, 2. 6. — οὐδὲ 
χολληϑήσῃ! Ὁ 3, 9 (οὐ χολληϑήσεται 


ἡ ψυχή σου κτλ.). --- τὰ συμβαίνοντά 
σοι] D 8, 10. 
7. οὐκ ἔσῃ! Ὁ 2, 4. --- ὑποταγήσῃ] 


D 4, 11. In Doctrina versus sic in- 
cipit : ὑμεῖς δὲ οἱ δοῦλοι ὑποταγήσεσϑε, 
ita ut vox χύριος omnem hominem 
significet, qui servorum potestatem 
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ϑεοῦ ἐν αἰσχύνη καὶ φόβῳ ov μὴ ἐπιτάξῃς δούλῳ σου ἢ παιδίσκῃ 
ἐν πικρίᾳ, τοῖς ἐπὶ τὸν αὐτὸν ϑεὸν ἐλττίζουσιν, μή ποτε οὐ μὴ 
φοβηϑύήσονται τὸν ἐπ᾽ ἀμφοτέροις ϑεόν" ὅτι ἦλϑεν ov κατὰ πρόσ- 
ὠπὸον καλέσαι, GAN ἐφ᾽ οὐς τὸ πνεῦμα ἡτοίμασεν. 8. Κοινωνήσεις 
ἐν πᾶσιν τῷ πλησίον σου καὶ οὐκ ἐρεῖς ἴδια εἶναι " εἰ γὰρ ἐν τῷ 
ἀφϑάρτῳ κοινωνοί ἔστε, πόσῳ μᾶλλον ἐν τοῖς φϑαρτοῖς; Odx ἔσῃ 
πρόγλωσσος: παγὶς γὰρ στόμα ϑανάτου. Ὅσον δύνασαι, ὑπὲρ τῆς 
ψυχῆς σου ἁγνεύσεις. 9. Mr γίνου πρὸς μὲν τὸ λαβεῖν ἐχτείνων 
τὰς χεῖρας, πρὸς δὲ τὸ δοῦναι συσπῶν. ᾿Αγαπήσεις ὡς χόρην 
τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ cov πάντα τὸν λαλοῦντά σοι τὸν λόγον κυρίου. 
10. Monodnon ἡμέραν χρίσεως νυχτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας καὶ ἐκζητήσεις 
ued ἑκάστην ἡμέραν τὰ πρόσωπα τῶν ἁγίων, ἣ διὰ λόγου κοπιῶν 
nat πορευόμενος εἰς τὸ παραχαλέσαι χαὶ μελετῶν εἰς τὸ σῶσαι 
ψυχὴν τῷ λόγῳ, 7] διὰ τῶν χειρῶν σου ἐργάσῃ εἰς λύτρον ἁμαρ- 
τιῶν σου. 11. Ov διστάσεις δοῦναι οὐδὲ διδοὺς γογγύσεις " γνώσῃ 
δέ, τίς ὁ τοῦ μισϑοῦ καλὸς ἀνταποδότης. Φυλάξεις, ἃ παρέλαβες, 
μήτε προστιϑεὶς μήτε ἀφαιρῶν. His τέλος μισήσεις τὸν πονηρόν. 


habeat. Illa verba autem omittens | suam. --- τὸν λαλοῦντα] D 4, 1. 


Barnabas vim vocis χυρίος mutavit, 
quae apud eum non solum dominos 
servorum, sed etiam dominos 
praepositos hominum liberorum de- 
notet. — ov μὴ ἐπιτάξῃς] D 4, 10, 
ubi ergo haec sententia praecedenti 
anteposita est. 

8. χοινωνήσεις] D 4, 8, ubi prae- 
mittitur: οὐχ ἀποστραφήσῃ τὸν ἐνδεό- 
μενον et voces ἀϑανάτῳ et ϑνητοῖς 
leguntur pro vocibus ἀφϑάρτῳ et 
φϑαρτοῖς. Cum Barnabas de officio 
caritatis ergo proximum etiam v. 9 
agat, verbis οὐχ ἔσῃ xt. additis or- 
dinem sententiarum male interrupit. 

9. μὴ γίνου] D 4, 5. — ὡς χόρην 
τ. og] 8. Scriptura fere ubique 
(Deut. 32, 10. Ps. 16,8. Prov. 7, 2) 
de custodienda (non amanda) pupilla 
oculi loquitur. Animadverte, quod 
Barnabas 19, 5 vult, ut Christianus 
proximum amet plus quam animam 


vel: 


10. μνησϑήσῃ κτλ.] D 4,1. Auctor 
Doctrinae verbum μνησϑήσῃ cum 
sententia praecedente vel verbis τοῦ 
λαλοῦντός σοι τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ 
coniunxit. Barnabas ibi verbum 
ἀγαπήσεις posuit et nonnulla alia 
addidit; hic ἡμέραν χρίσεως inseruit: 
— ἐχζητήσεις] D 4, 2. — Barnabas 
post ἁγίων omisit verba: ἵνα ἐπανα- 
παῇς τοῖς λόγοις αὐτῶν, alia autem 
adiecit. — διὰ τῶν χειρῶν] D 4, 6. 

11. οὐ διστάσεις] D4,7. Ηδθο etiam 
ad officia caritatis erga proximum 
pertinent, quae in Doctrina 4, 5-- ὃ 
simul exhibentur. Barnabas ergo 
sectionem in tres partes (ef. v. 8 et 9) 
discerpsit. — φυλάξεις χτλ.] Ὁ 4, 18. 
Hic verba recte succedunt mandato: _ 
ob μὴ ἐγκαταλίπῃς ἐντολὰς κυρίου, 
a Barnaba autem ordine consentaneo 
relicto ita posita sunt, ut vix possint 
intellegi. — εἰς τέλος] Si malus, qui 
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Κρινεῖς δικαίως. 12. Οὐ ποιήσεις σχίσμα, εἰρηνεύσεις δέ μαχο- 
μένους συναγαγών. Ἐξομολογήσῃ ἐπὶ ἁμαρτίαις σου. Οὐ προσήξεις 
ἐπὶ προσευχὴν ἐν συνειδήσει πονηρᾷ. Adtn ἐστὶν ἡ ὁδὸς τοῦ φωτός. 

XX. Ἡ δὲ τοῦ μέλανος ὁδὸς ἐστιν σχολιὰ καὶ κατάρας 
μεστή. ὍὉδὸς γάρ ἐστιν ϑανάτου αἰωνίου μετὰ τιμωρίας, ἐν 7 
ἐστὶν τὰ ἀπολλύντα τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτῶν: εἰδωλολατρεία, ϑρασύτης, 
ὕψος δυνάμεως, ὑπόκρισις, διπλοκαρδία, μοιχεία, φόνος, ἁρπαγή, 
ὑπερηφανία, παράβασις, δόλος, κακία, αὐθάδεια, φαρμακεία, μαγεία, 
mheovesia, ἀφοβία ϑεοῦ: 2. διῶκται τῶν ἀγαϑῶν, μισοῦντες ἀλή- 
ϑειαν, ἀγατεῶντες ψεύδη, οὐ γινώσκοντες μισϑὸν δικαιοσύνης, οὐ 
κολλώμενοι ἀγαϑῷ, οὐ κρίσει δικαίᾳ, χήρᾳ χαὶ ὀρφανῷ οὐ προσ- 
ἔχοντες, ἀγρυπνοῦντες οὐκ εἰς φόβον ϑεοῦ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ τὸ πονηρόν, 
ὧν μακρὰν καὶ πόρρω πραὕτης καὶ ὑπομονή, ἀγαπῶντες μάταια, 
διώκοντες ἀνταπόδομα, οὐκ ἐλεοῦντες πτωχόν, οὐ πονοῦντες Ertl 
καταϊτονουμένῳ, εὐχερεῖς ἐν χαταλαλιᾷ, οὐ γινώσκοντες τὸν ποιή- 
σαντα αὐτούς, φονεῖς τέχνων, φϑορεῖς πλάσματος ϑεοῦ, ἀποστρε- 
φόμενοι τὸν ἐνδεόμενον, καταπτονοῦντες τὸν ϑλιβόμενον, πλουσίων 
παράκλητοι, πενήτων ἄνομοι κριταί, πανϑαμάρτητοι. 


odio est habendus, homo est, non 
Satan, Barnabas D 2,7 respexit cor- 
rexitque. — χρινεῖς δικαίως] D 4, 3. 

12. ob ποιήσεις] D 4, 3. — ἐξομο- 
λογήσῃ xti.] D 4, 14, ubi praemit- 
titur ἐν ἐχκλησίᾳ et pro ἐπὶ ἁμαρτίαις 
legitur τὰ παραπτώματα. 

XX, 1. Barnabas praesertim ini- 
tium capituli mutavit, quod in Doc- 
trina 5, 1 est hoc: 4 δὲ tod ϑανάτου 
ὅδός ἔστιν αὕτη πρῶτον πάντων πο- 
νηρά ἐστι χαὶ χατάρας μεστή. Prae- 


terea peccata aliter posuit, pauca 
adiecit, plura omisit, scilicet ἐπεϑυ- 
μίαι, πορνεῖαι, κλοπαί, ψευδομαρτυρίαι, 
αἰσχρολογία, ζηλοτυπία, ἀλαζονεία. 
Voci πονηρά substituit vocem σχολιά 
fortasse respiciens Prov. 2, 15. 

2. Hic versus in utraque scriptura 
fere idem est. Barnabas pauca ad- 
iecit, mutavit τὸ ἀγαϑόν (post ἀγρου- 
πνοῦντες οὐχ εἰς) in φόβον ϑεοῦ, 
omisit conclusionem: ῥυσϑείητε, τέχνα, 
ἀπὸ τούτων ἁπάντων. 


FRAGMENTUM LATINUM. 


Doctrina apostolorum. 


I. Viae duae sunt in saeculo, vitae et mortis, lucis et tene- 


brarwn. 


Inser. Latinus unam tantum in- 
scriptionem habet et omisit vocem 
δώδεχα, quam etiam omnes testes 
omiserunt, qui scripturae mentionem 
expressam fecerunt, Eusebius, Atha- 
nasius etc. 

I, 1. mm saeculo] Haec verba et 
alia, quae in textu graeco vel codice 
Constantinopolitano desunt, litteris 
obliquis expressi. Haud dubie a La- 
tino de suo addita sunt, quippe quae 
a nullo teste agnita sint, neque a 
Barnaba neque ab auctoribus Cano- 
num ecclesiasticorum et Constitutio- 
num apostolicarum.Attamen animad- 
vertendum est, Lactantium de dua- 
bus humanae vitae viis (Epit. 59) vel 
de duabus viis dicere, per quas /u- 
manam vitam progredi necesse est 
(Divin. Instit. VI, 3). — vdtae et mor- 
tis] His vocibus testes omnes prae- 
mittunt μία. Lactantius quoque Di- 
vin. Instit. VI, 3 pergit: una quae 
in caelum ferat, altera quae ad in- 


‘vocibus illis utitur. 


In his constituta sunt angeli duo, unus aequitatis, alter 


verba Barnabas 18, 1 tantum exhibet 
eaque sola, nec cum Latino verba 
vitae et mortis praemittens, quae a 
ceteris testibus traduntur. Lactan- 
tius quidem Divin. Instit. VI, 3 extr. 
Cum autem eo- 
dem loco veteres impugnans dicentes, 
humanae vitae cursum vel duas vias 
litterae Y similes esse, duas vias 
disserat potius alteram esse ad solis 
ortum conversam, alteram ad occa- 
sum, iure dubitamus, num voces in 
Doctrina aliqua apostolorum legerit. 
Epit. 59 idem scribit: philosophos 
alteram viam industriae, alteram 
inertiae esse velle; melius poetas al- 
teram iustorum, alteram impiorum; 
etiam rectius Christianos alteram 
vitae, alteram mortis. — i his con- 
stituti] Similiter Barnabas 18, 1 in 
viis constitutos esse angelos Dei et 
angelos Satanae dicit. Quem locum 
Latinum exscripsisse non est dubium. 


| Praeterea autem et Herm. Mand. VI, 


feros deprimat. — lucis et ten.| Haec | 2, 1 respexisse vel in mente habuisse 
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iniquitatis. Distantia autem magna est duarum viarum. 2. Via 
ergo vitae haec est: Primo diliges Deum aeternwm, qui te fecit ; 
secundo proximum tuum ut te ipsum; omne autem, quod tibi 
non vis fieri, alii ne feceris. 3. Interpretatio autem horum 
verborum haec est. 

II, 2. Non moechaberis, non homicidium facies, non fal- 
sum testimonium dices, non puerum violaveris, non fornicaveris, 
non malefacies, non medicamenta mala facies, non occides filiam 
in abortum nec natum succides, non concupisces quidquam de 
re proximi tui. 3. Non periurabis, non male loqueris, non eris 
memor malorum factorum. 4. Non eris duplex in consilium 
dandum neque bilinguis; tendiculum enim mortis est lingua. 


videtur, ubi non in universum angeli 
vel angeli Dei et Satanae, sed simi- 
liter atque apud Latinum nostrum 
duo angeli commemorantur, unus 
iustitiae et unus nequitiae. Lactan- 
tius Divin. Instit. VI, 3 scribit: Chri- 
stianos utrique viae praepositum esse 
dicere, utrumque immortalem, sed 
alterum honoratum, qui virtutibus 
ac bonis praesit, alteram damnatum, 
qui vitiis ac malis. Cum autem cae- 
lestis itineris ducem paullo post non 
angelum vel angelos, sed Deum ipsum 
appellet cumque eo, quod philosophi 
de duce viae dexterioris locuti sunt, 
commotus esse videatur, ut de hac 
re ageret, minime certum vel veri- 
simile est, eum talem Doctrinae 
apostolorum formam habuisse, qua- 
lem testatur fragmentum latinum. — 
duarum viarum] Latinus omittit cum 
Barnaba particulam μεταξύ, quam 
codex Const. et Canones exhibent. 

2. aeternum| Hane vocem habet 
Latinus solus. 

3. haec est] Sequuntur in codice 
Constant. et in Constitutionibus apo- 
stolorum plura, quae praecipue ex 
Matth. 5 desumpta, sed et apud Bar- 


nabam et in Canonibus ecclesiasticis 
praetermissa sunt. Initium vel ver- 
sus primus capitis II deinde alterum 
mandatum doctrinae indicat. Quae 
respiciens versum sequentem nu- 
mero 2 noto, ut dispositio eadem 
sit atque in Doctrina apostolorum 
graeca. 

Il, 2. Latinus unum mandatum 
textus graeci praetermittit, scilicet 
ov κλέψεις, reliqua autem plane aliter 
disponit atque ceteri testes, praeser- 
tim adulterio pro secundo primum, 
falso testimonio, quod textus grae- 
cus in versu sequente post periurium 
exhibet, tertium locum attribuit. 
Mandata sic digessisse videtur re- 
spiciens Rom. 13, 9. — puerum] Co- 
dex post hanc vocem lacunam par- 
vam habet, ut videtur ob plicaturam 
membranae. — non malefacies] 1. 6. 
ov μαγεύσεις. Codex habet maofacies 
Pez haec verba omisit. 

3. Textus latinus cum graeco con- 
cordat; modo mandatum οὐ wevdo- 
μαρτυρήσεις, quod in textu graeco 
secundum locum obtinet, a Latino 
supra v. 2 positum est. 

4. lingua] Graece διγλωσσία. 
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5. Non erit verbum tuum vacuum nec mendax. 


FRAGMENTUM LATINUM II, 5—6. 


6. Non eris 


cupidus nec avarus nec rapax nec adolator nec... 


5. vacuum nec mendax| Ita etiam 
Canones ecclesiastici. Codex Con- 
stant. habet: ψευδής, ob χενός, ἀλλὰ 
μεμεστωμένος πράξει. Si quis verba 
ultima omisit, illa facile aliter dis- 
ponere potuit. 

6. cupidus nec) Latinus solus ex- 
hibet. Infra 3, 3 quidem textus grae- 
cus ἐπιϑυμητής habet. Non est au- 
tem verisimile, Latinum hunc locum 
respexisse et vocem aliter collocasse. 
Praeterea quaeritur, num cupidus 
ante voces sequentes idem denotet 


| lari licere. 


atque ἐπιϑυμητής 3, 3. — adolator] 
Textus graecus legit hoc loco ὑπο- 
χριτής, 1. 6. simulator. Hpit. c. 64 
Lactantius postquam de homicidio, 
adulterio et falso testimonio egit, 
pergit scribens, viro iusto nec adu- 
Inde autem, ut iam in 
Prolegomenis exposui, eum versionem 
legisse non sequitur. — nec] Post 
hance vocem in folio codicis ultimo 
etiam verbum unum scriptum erat, 
quod autem evanuit. 
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1. Ubi signum * prostat, aut locus Κ. Scripturae disertis verbis al- 
legatur, aut locus Doctrinae ad locum biblicum tam prope accedit, ut 
verba scripturae velut verba biblica litteris obliquis exprimenda esse 
mihi visa sint. 


106 


INDEX LOCORUM 5, SCRIPTURAE 


Sap. 1, 11 3; 
Sap. 2, 10. 19 5, 
Sap. 12, 4 2, 
* Sap. 12, 5 5, 
Sap. 15, 11 5, 
Sap. 17, 17 6, 
Sirach 1, 28 4, 
Sirach 2, 4 9, 
Sirach 4, 5 4, 
Sirach 4, 31 4, 
Sirach 5, 9. 14 2, 
ΙΓ 5 il. 
Sirach 16, 6 ΤῈ: 
Sirach 12, 1—6 1, 
Sirach 26, 9 3, 
Tes. 1 3 5, 
Tes. 1, 17 5, 
Ἐ ΠΘΗ: 1; 25 5, 
Tes. 66, 2 3; 
Ierem. 21, 8 1: 
Hzech. 44, 30 13, 
Dan. 6, 10. 18 8, 
Os. 5, 4. ὍΣ 
Zach, 18, 8, 9 10, 
ΖΑ ΟΠ, eh, Ὁ 10, 
Maleach. 1, 11 14, 
* Malach. 1, 11. 14 14, 
* 8 il 
Fo Matthaos05 3, 
=) Matth: 9 ἡ il, 
Matth. 5, 18 10, 
Matth, 5, 22 9; 
Matth. 5, 22—26 15; 
Matth. 5. 28. 24 14, 
Matth. 5, 25 1, 


μ- 


WERE Ce) LO Co 


— 
- 


Ge 


eo 


wrmonnng 


Sp WL 


7 
5 
6 
2. 
3 
2 
5 


.|* Matth. 

Matth. 
* Matth. 
* Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
* Matth. 
* Matth. 

Matth. 
* Matth. 
* Matth. 

Matth. 

Matth. 

Matth. 

Matth. 

Matth. 

Matth. 

Matth. 

Matth. 
* Matth. 
* Matth. 

Matth. 

Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
* Matth. 
* Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
.| * Matth. 
.|* Matth. 
Matth. 
Matth. 
: Matth. 
.|* Matth. 


5, 26 1, 5. 
5, 28 8, 3. 
5, 88 oa 
5, 89. 40. 41. 1, 4 
5, 42 1, 5. 
5, 46. 47 1, 3. 
6 15, 4. 
6, 5. 9:15 8. 
6,18 10, 5. 
6, 16 Bots 
76 9, 5. 
re 1.9} 
“1111 1,1. 
7, 15 6S 
7, 1523 11, 3. 
7, 16. 20 1138) 
7, 21—28 Les: 
10, 5—12; 40—42 {Π|. 9 
10, 8 11, 12: 
10, 9. 10 11, 6. 
10, 10 ieee 
10, 22; 24, 13 16, 5. 
10, 29. 30 8, 10. 
10, 40 11} 9 
11, 29. 80 6, 2. 
12, 81 ΠΤ 
15, 11Ξ οὐ 14, 2. 
15, 32 1011 
18, 15—35 15, 8. 
19, 11. 12 6, 2. 
19, 18 2, 2. 
19, 21 6, 2. 
21, 9. 15 10, 61201. 
22, 37-39 179] 
28, 8 2.05: 11. Ὁ: 
93.11. 19. 8, 9. 
24, 10 16, 5. 
24, 11. 19 16, 3. 4. 
24, 24 16, 4. 
24, 31 9, 4; 16, 6. 
24, 42, 44; 25,13 16, 1. 
25, 34 10, 5. 
26, 29 Ὁ 9. 4. 
98, 19 Aye 


Lue. 
Lue. 
Lue. 
Lue. 
* Lue. 
Lue. 
Lue; 
* Lue. 
Lue. 


INDEX 


1, 49 

1, 69 

6, 27. 28 
6, 29 

6, 30 

6, 32. 33 
9, 1—6 
12, 35 
16, 9 


Toann. 4, 10. 11 
Ioann. 7, 24 
Toann. 13, 20 
loann-. 15, 1. 15 
Toann. 17, 11 


Toann 


Toann. 17, 26 


Act. 
Act. 
Act. 
Act. 
Act. 
Act. 
Act. 


Act. 2 


Rom. 
Rom. 
Rom. 
* Rom. 
Rom. 
Rom. 


I Cor. 1 
I Cor. 5 
I Cor. 6 
I Cor. 6, 9. 10 
Ἰπ στ 7 
1 οὐ 7 


2, 42 
2, 42; 13, 1 
2, 44; 4, 32 


2, 46; 20, 7. 11 


3, 13. 26 


5. 9... 1Π|. 19: Ὁ: 9 


Ἑ ἢ 


I Cor. 8, 4; 10, 20 
I Cor. 9, 13. 14 

I Cor. 10, 10 

T Cor. 10, 16 


Peaks 10 199 


τ 105 115 1s 
SLOVO ΠῚ ὍΣ 


LOCORUM 8. SCRIPTURAH. 


_ 
= 
Ὁ pw 


— 
—_ μ᾿ 

EF σὺ = Ree 
Re rine οὐ ἘΣ sa) INS τ 


ea ls rae al imac) em 


I Cor. 10, 17 
I Cor. 


1- ον. 11, 26 


Cor) 12..8.;.14; 2 
I Cor. 12, 28. 


I Cor. 
I Cor. 


15, 52 
16, 22 


II Cor. 8, 19 
II Cor. 9, 7 


Gal. 5, 19. 20 


Gal. 5, 20 
Gal. 5, 22 


Eph. 2, 

Kph. 3, 9 
Eph. 4, 32 
Kph. 5, 25 
Eph. 6, 4 
Eph. 6, 5—8 
Eph. 6, 9 


Phil; 1, 1 
Phil. 2, 14 


ee 


Col. 3, 12 
(ΟἹ. 9; 17 
Col. 8, 22 


I Thess. 4, 3 


I Thess. 4, 11 
A, 12 
I Thess. 4, 16 
5 
5 


1 Thess. 


I Thess. 
I Thess. 


11, 20—22 


29 


20; 3; 5 


wi TALS 
, 22 


Il Thess, 2, 4. 9 
II Thess. 3, 10 


Tebine 1,16 56-21 
I Tim. 3, 2—13 
Pm. 5. 17 

I ean ales 18 


108 
I Tim. 6, 5 
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ἀγαϑός 3, 8. 10; 5, 2. 

ayandw 1, 2. 3; 2, 7; 5, 2. 

ἀγάπη 10, 5; 16, 3. 

ἀγγαρεύω 1, 4. 

ἁγιάζω 10, 5. 

ἅγιος 7, 1. 3 (τὸ πνεῦμα); 9, 2. 5; 
10, 2. 6. οἱ ἅγιοι 4, 2; 16, 7. 

ἀγρυπνέω 5, 2. 

ἀδελφός 4, 8. 

ἀϑανασία 10, 2. 

*aGavatov, τὸ 4, 8. 

ἀϑέμιτον 16, 4. 

ἀϑῶος 1, 5. 

αἰσχρολογία 5, 1. 

*aloyoodoyog 3, 9. 

αἰσχύνη 4, 11. 

aiwy 8,2; 9,2.3.4; 10, 2.4.5; 16, 4. 

αἰώνιος 10, 9. 

ἄχακος 8, 8. 

ἀλαζονεία ὅ, 1. 

ἀλήϑεια 11, 10; 16, 6. 

ἀληϑής 15, 1. 

ἀληθινός 11, 11; 18, 1. 2. 

ἅλων 18, 8. 

ἁμαρτία 4, 6; 11, 7. 

ἀμήν 10, 6. 

ἄμπελος Δαβίδ 9, 2. 

Ἐὰμφιβολία 14, 2. 


ἀνάστασις νεχρῶν 16, 6. 
ἄνεμοι τέσσαρες 10, 5. 
ἀνομία 16, 4. 

ἀνταπόδομα 5, 2. 
Ἐλνταποδότης 4, 7. 
ἀπαρχή 13, 3, 5. 6. 7. 
ἀποχτείνειν γεννηϑέν 2, 2. 
ἀπόλλυμι 16, 5. 
ἀπόστολος inscr.; 11, 3. 4. 6. 
ἀῤγός 12, 4. 

ἀργύριον 11, 6. 12; 13, 7. 
ἀριστερός 1, 4; 12, 1. 
ἁρπαγή 5, 1. 

ἅρπαξ 2, 6. 

ἄρτος 8, 2; 11, 6. 
ἀρχαῖοι προφῆται 11, 11. 
ἀρχιερεῖς 13, 3. 

ἀστοχέω 15, 3. 

Ἐκχύϑάδεια 5, 1. 

αὐϑάδης 3, 6. 

αὐλίζομαι 11, 6. 

ἀφίημι 8, 2; 11, 7. 
ἀφιλάργυρος 15, 1. 


βαπτίζω 7, 1. 2. 4; 9, 5. 
βάπτισμα 7, 1. 4. 
βασιλεία 8, 2; 9, 4; 10, 5. 
βασιλεὺς μέγας 14, 3. 


1. Voces, quae in Novo Testamento desunt, numero quadraginta 


septem, signo * notatae sunt. 
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βαστάζω 6, 2. 3. 
βλασφημία 3, 6. 
βουλὴ πονηρά 2, 6. 
βοῦς 15, 3. 

βοῶσις 6, 3. 


γῆ 3, 7; 9, 4; 16, 4. 

γινώσχειν τὸν ποιήσαντα 5, 2. 
γνωρίζω 9, 2. 3; 10, 2. 

γνῶσις 9, 3; 10, 2; 11, 2 (χυρίου). 
γογγύζω 4, 7. 

Ἐγόγγυσος 3, 6. 

γρηγορέω 16, 1. 


Δαβίδ 9, 2; 10, 6. 
δεξιός 1, 4; 12, 1. 
δεσπότης 10, 3. 
δευτέρα σαββάτων 8, 1. 
δέχομαι 11, 1. 2. 4; 12, 
διάχονος 15, 1. 
διαχρίνω 11, 7. 

* διαφορά 1, 1. 
Ἐδιγλωσσία 2, 4. 
Ἐδίγλωσσος 2, 4. 
διγνώμων 2, 4. 
διδάσχαλος 18, 2; 15, 1. 2. 

dudcoxw 4, 9; 6, 1; 11, 1. 2. 10. 11. 
dudayy inscr.; 1, 3;.2,1; 6, 1; 11, 2. 
δίδωμι 1, 5. 6; 4, 5. 6; 11, 12. 
δίχαιος 3, 9; 5, 2. 

διχαιοσύνη 5, 2; 11, 2. 

δίχη 1, 5. 

Ἐδιπλοχαρδία 5, 1. 

διστάζω δοῦναι 4, 7. 

*dupvyéew 4, 4. 

διώχοντες ἀνταπόδομα 5, 2. 

διῶχται ἀγαϑῶν 5, 2. 

δόγμα τοῦ εὐαγγελίου 11, 3. 
δοχιμάξω 11, 11.12.1. 5:1. 
δοκιμασία 16, 5. 

δόλος 5, 1. 

BOERS, 2:9. Ὁ. 5.4: ΤῸ ὉΠ. 5, 
δοῦλος 4, 10. 11. 

δύναμις 8, 2; 9, 4: 10. 5. 
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δυνατός 10, 4. 


ἔϑνος inscr.; 1, 3; 14, 3. 

εἰδωλόϑυτον 6, 3. 

εἰδωλολατρία 3, 4; 5, 1. 

εἰρήνη 15, ὃ. 

εἰρηνεύειν μαχομένους 4, 3. 

ἐχζητεῖν τὰ πρόσωπα τῶν ἁγίων 4, 2. 

ἐχχλησία 4, 14; 9, 4; 10, 5; 11, 11. 

Ἐξχπέτασις (ἐν οὐρανῷ) 16, 6. 

ἐχχεῖν εἰς τὴν χεφαλὴν τρὶς ὕδωρ 7, 3. 

ἔλαιον 18, 6. 

ἐλέγχω 2, 7; 4, 8; 15, 8. 

ἐλεεῖν πτωχόν ὅ, 2. 

ἐλεημοσύνη 1, 6; 15, 4. 

ἐλεήμων 8, 8. 

ἐλπίζω ἐπὶ τὸν ϑεόν 4, 10. 

ἐμπλησϑῆναι 10, 1. 

Ἐξλγνδεόμενος 4, 8; 5, 2. 

ἐνέργημα 3, 10. 

éytody 1, 5; 2, 1; 4, 15.159. 5 

ἐξετάζω 1, 5. 

ἐξομολογοῦμαι 4, 14. 

ἐπαναπαύεσϑαι τοῖς λόγοις τῶν ἁγίων 
4, 2. 

Ἐξπαοιδός ὃ, 4. 

ἐπιϑυμεῖν τὰ τοῦ πλησίον 2, 2. 

ἐπιϑυμητής 8, 8. 

ἐπιϑυμία 1, 4; 8, 8; 5, 1. 

ἐπιορχέω 2, 8. 

ἐπίσχοπος 15, 1. 

ἐργάζομαι 12, 8. 

ἐργάτης 19, 2. 

Ἐξριστικός 8, 2. 

ἔσχατος 1. Hye 10: 9. 

ἑταῖρος 14, 2. 

δτοιμάζω 4, 10; 10, 5. 

εὐαγγέλιον 8, 2; 11, 3; 15, 3. 4. 

εὐχαριστέω 9, 1. 2 3; 10, 1.2.3.4. 7; 
14, 1. 

εὐχαριστία 9, 1. 5. 

εὐχή 15, 4. 

ἐχϑρός 1, 3. 
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Ἐζηλοτυπία 5, 1. 

ζηλωτής 3, 2, 

ζητεῖν τὰ ἀνήχοντα ταῖς ψυχαῖς 16, 2. 

ζυγὸς τοῦ χυρίου 0, 2. 

ζωή 1, 1. 2; 4, 14; 9, 3; 10, 4 (αἰώ- 
γιος); 16, 1. 


ἡσύχιος 3, 8. 


ϑάνατος 1, 1; 2, 4; 5, 1. 

ϑεοὶ νεχροί 6, 3. 

Sebc 1, 2; 3, 10. 11; 4, 10. 11; 5,2; 
6.1: 

Ἐϑερμός 7, 2. 

ϑνητόν, τὸ 4, ὃ. 

Ἐϑράσος 3, 9. 

Ἐϑρασύτης 5, 1. 

ϑυγατήρ 4, 9. 

Ἐϑυμιχός 3, 2. 

ϑυσία 14, 1---9. 


ἰδιος 1, 5; 4, 8. 
*idodw 1, 6. 

᾿Ιησοῦς 9, 2. 3; 10, 2. 
᾿Ιησοῦς Χριστός 9, 4. 
ἱμάτιον 1, 4. 
ἱματισμός 13, 6. 


χαϑίζω 12, 3; 13, 1. 

χαιρός 16, 2. 

xaxia 5, 1. 

Ἐχαχοήϑης 2, 6. 

καλεῖν κατὰ πρόσωπον 4, 10. 
καλός 4, 7. 

χαρδία 10, 2. 

χατάϑεμα 16, 5. 

χαταλύω 11, 2. 
χαταπονοῦμαι 5, 2. 

χατάρα 5, 1. 

χατασκηνόω 10, 2. 

χελεύω 7, 4; 8, 2. 

χεράμιον οἴνου ἢ ἐλαίου 13, 6. 
χλᾶν ἄρτον 14, 1. 

κλᾶσμα 9, 3, 4. 
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χλέπτω 2, 2. 

χληρονομέω 3, 

᾿χλοπή SH DIR Ὁ) 

χοδράντης 1, 5. 

χοινωνοὶ ἕν τῷ ἀϑανάτῳ 4, 2. 

χολλῶμαι 8, 9 (μετὰ ὑψηλῶν); 5, 2 
(ἀγαϑφ). 

χοσμιχός 11, 11. 

Ἐχρσμοπλάνος 16, 4. 

χόσμος 10, 6; 16, 8. 

χρίνω 4, 3; 11, 11. 12. 

χρίσις 5, 2 (δικαία); 11, 11 (μετὰ ϑεοῦ). 

χριτής 5, 2. 

χτήμο 13, 7. 

κτίζειν τὰ πάντα 10, 3. 

χτίσις τῶν ἀνϑρώπων 16, 5. 

χυριαχὴ κυρίου 14, 1. 

xvotocg inscr.; 4, 1.12.13; 6,2; 8, 2; 
9009 10; Ὁ; Thy ΘΙ 
hoy Liss FOL. 7. 8. 

χυριότης 4, 1. 


te 
1 


λαλεῖν 4,1 (τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ); 11, 
7. 8 (ἐν πνεύματι ef. 11, 19); 15,3. 

λαμβάνω 2,6 (βουλὴν πονηράν); 4, 3 
(πρόσωπον). 

λατρεία 6, 3. 

λειτουργεῖν τὴν λειτουργίαν 15, 1. 

ληνός 15, 3. 

λόγος 1, 8; 3, 8; 4, 1 (τοῦ ϑεοῦ). 

λύτρωσις ἁμαρτιῶν 4, 6. 

λύχνοι μὴ σβεσϑήτωσαν 10, 1. 


μαγεία ὅ, 1. 

μαγεύω 2, 1. 
Ἐμαϑηματιχκός 3, 4. 
μαχάριος 1, 5. 
*uaxod9vuog 3, 8. 

μαρὰν ἀϑά 10, 6. 

μάταια ἀγαπῶντες 5, 2. 
μάχομαι 4, 3. 
μεμεστωμένος πράξει 2, 5. 
μετανοῶ 10, 6; 14, 3. 
[μισεῖν 1, 3; 2,7 (πάντα ἄνϑρωπον); 
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4, 12 (πάσαν ὑπόχρισιν); 5, 2 (ἀλή- πειράζειν τὸν προφήτην 11, 7. 


ϑειαν)ὴ; 16, 4 (ἀλλήλους). 
μισϑός 4, 7; 5, 2. 
* utcoc 16, 3. 
Ἐμνησιχαχέω 2, 3. 
μοιχεία 3, 3; 5, 1. 
μοιχεύω 2, 2. 
μυστήριον χοσμιχόν 11, 11. 


vexooi ϑεοί 6, 3. 

νεφέλαι τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 16, 8. 
νηστεία ὃ, 1. 

γηστεύω 1, 3; 7, 4; 8, 1. 


ὁδοὶ δύο 1,1. ὅὃδός 1, 1.2 (τῆς ζωῆς); 
1,1; 5, 1 (τοῦ ϑανάτου); 6, 1 (τῆς 
διδαχῆς). 

οἶνος 18, 6. 

Ἐρίωνοσχόπος ὃ, 4. 

ὄνομα 7, 1. 3 (τοῦ πατρὸς χαὶ τοῦ 
υἱοῦ κτλ.); 8, 2; 10, 2. 8 (τοῦ πα- 
τρός); 9, 5; 12, 1; 14, 3 (τοῦ κυρίου). 

ὀργή 3, 2; 15, 3. 

ὁρίζειν τράπεζαν ἐν πνεύματι 11, 9. 

ὀσφύες μὴ ἐχλυέσϑωσαν 16, 1. 

οὐχί 1, 5. 

οὐρανός 8, 2; 16, 6. 8. 

ὀφειλέτης 8, 2. 

ὀφειλή 8, 2. 


παγὶς ϑανάτου 2, 4. 

παιδίσκη 4, 10. 

*noudoptooew 2, 2. 

maic 9, 2 (Aapid); 9, 2. 3; 10, 2. 3 
(Χριστός). 

ἧπανϑαμάρτητος 5, 2. 

παντοχράτωρ 10, 3. 

παράκλητοι πλουσίων 5, 2. 

παραλαμβάνω 4, 19. 

παράπτωμα 4, ὃ. 14; 14, 1. 

παρασχευή ὃ, 1. 

Ἐπαρόδιος 12, 2. 

rcatyo (Fedc) 1, 5; 7, 1. 3; 8, 2; 9, 
2, 9: 042. 


πειρασμός 8, 2. 

πέμπτη (σαββάτων) 8, 1. 

πενήτων ἄνομοι χριταί 5, 2. 

πέρατα τῆς γῆς 9, 4. 

Ἐπεριχαϑαίρω 3, 4. 

πίνω 9, 5. 

πίστις 10, 2; 16, 2. 5. 

πλανάω 6, 1. 

πλεονέχτης 2, 0. 

πλεονεξία 5, 1. 

πλάσμα ϑεοῦ ὅ, 2. 

πλησίον, 6 1, 2; 2, 2. 6. 

πλούσιος 5, 2. 

πνεῦμα 4,1. πν. ἅγιον 7, 1. 3. 

πνευματιχὴ τροφὴ χαὶ ποτός 10, 3. 

ποιεῖν (ἄνϑρωπον) 1, 2; 5, 2. 

Ἐπονέω 5, 2. 

πονηρός 2,6; 3,1; 5, 1.2; 8,2; 10,5. 

*novyodpowyr 3, 6. 

πορνεία 3, 3; 5, 1. 

πορνεύω 2, 2. 

ποτήριον 9, 2. 

*motdc 10, 3. 

πρᾶξις 2, 5; 15, 4. 

mocic 3, 7; 15, 1. 

πραΐὕτης 5, 2. 

πρόβατον 13, 3; 16, 3. 

Ἐπροεξομολογοῦμαι 14, 1. 

*noovyotetw 7, 4. 

προσέρχομαι Eni προσευχήν 4, 14. 

προσευχή 4, 14. 

προσεύχομαι 1, 3; 2, 7; 8, 2. ὃ. 

προσέχω 6, 8; 12, 5. 

προσφέρω 14, 3. 

πρόσωπον 4, 2 (τῶν ἁγίων). 3 (λαμ- 
βάνειν). 

προφήτης 10, 7; 11, 3. 7—11; 18,1. 
3h Ze Oe 15, la 2: 

πτωχός 5, 2; 13, 4. 

Ἐπυχνῶς 16, 2. 

πύρωσις τῆς δοκιμασίας 16, 5. 


ῥάπισμα 1, 4. 
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oto 5, 2. 


σάββατον 8, 1. 

σάλπιγξ 16, 6. 

σαρχιχός 1, 4. 

σημεῖον 16, 4.6 (ἀληϑείας, ἐχπετάσεως). 
Ἐσιτία 18, 5. 

σκανδαλίζω 16, 5. 

συγκοινωνεῖν τὰ πάντα τῷ ἀδελφῷ 4,8. 
συμβαίνοντα ἐνεργήματα 3, 10, 
συνάγω 9, 4; 10, ὅ; 14,1; 10, 2. 
συνείδησις πονηρά 4, 14. 

συνέρχομαι 14, 2. 

σύνεσις 12, 1 (δεξιὰ χαὶ ἀριστερά). 4. 
συνοχή 1, 5. 

*ovomay (τὰς χεῖρας πρὸς τὸ δοῦναι!) 4, 5. 
σχίσμα 4, 3. 

σώὠζομαι 10, 5. 

σωματιχός 1, 4. 


ταπεινός 3, 9. 

téxvov 3, 1. 3—6; 4, 1; 5, 2. 

τέλειος 1, 4; 6, 2. 

τελειόω 10, 5 (ἐν τῇ ἀγάπῃ τοῦ ϑεοῦ); 
10, 2 (ἐν τῷ ἐσχάτῳ χαιρῷ). 

τέρας 10, 6. 

τετράς 8, 1. 

τέχνη 12, 4. 

τεχνίτης 12, 3. 

τιμάω 4, 1 (ὡς χύριον); 15, 2 (rete 
μημένος). 

τράπεζα 11, 9. 

τρέμων τοὺς λόγους 3, 8. 

τρόποι χυρίου 1], ὃ. 

τροφή 10, 3; 13, 1. 2. 

τύπος ϑεοῦ 4, 11. 


ὕδωρ 7, 1. 2. 3. 

vidc 4, 9. δὲ Seov 7,1. 3; 16, 4. 
$. Δαρίδ 10, 6. 

ὑπερηφανία 5, 1. 


aa 
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ὑπερήφανος 2, 6. 
ὑπεροράω 15, 2. 
ὑπόχρισις 4, 12. 


᾿ ὑποχριτής 2, 6; 8, 1. 2. 


| 


ὑπομονή 5, 2. 
ὑστεροῦντες 11, 12. 


ὑψηλός 3, 9. 


Ἐῤψηλόφϑαλμος 3, 3. 
ὕψος 5, 1. 
ὑψόω 3, 9. 


φαγεῖν 9, 5; 12, 2. 

* paguaxevo 2, 2. 

φαρμαχία 5, 1. 

* ρϑορεύς 5, (πλάσματος ϑεοῦ); 16,3. 
φιλάργυρος 3, 5. 

φόβος 4, 9 (ϑεοῦ). 11. 

φονεῖς τέχνων 5, 2. 

φονεύω 2, 2. 

φωνὴ σάλπιγγος 16, 6. 


χαρίζω 10, 3. 

χάρις 1, 3; 10, 6. 
χάρισμα 1, 5. 
χειροτονέω 15, 1. 
χιτὼν 1, 4. 
Ἐχριστέμπορος 12, 5. 
Χριστιανός 12, 4. 
Χριστός 9, 4. 


ψευδής 2, 5. 

wevdoucotveéw 2, 3. 

ψευδομαρτυρία 5, 1. 

ψευδοπροφήτης 11, 5. 6. 8. 9. 10; 16,3. 
ψεῦδος 5, 2. 

ψεῦσμα 3, 5. 

ψεύστης 3, 5. 

woyy 2, 7; 16, 2. 


ὡσαννά 10, 6. 


CANONES ECCLESIASTICT ἢ. 


ἀγάπη 16, 2. 

ἄγγελος 18, 2; 23, 3. 

ἁγιάζω 12, 2. 

ἅγιος 12, 2. 

ἀγράμματος 16, 2. 

ἀγύναιος 16, 2. 

ἀδελφός 3,5; 14,1; 15; 18,1; 20,3; 
24; 29; 30. 

ἀδελφότης 2; 18. 3. 

ἀϑόρυβος 18, 4. 

αἷμα 25; 26, 1. 

αἰσχροχερδής 21, 2. 

αἰχμαλωτίζω 18, 5. 

ἁμαρτία ψυχῆς 8, 2. 

ἀμπελών 12, 8. 

ἀνάγχη 30. 

ἀναγνώστης 1; 19. 

ἀναμάρτητος 10, 1. 

Ἀνδρέας inscr.; 7; 22, 1; 24. 

ἀνεγχλησία 1. 

ἀντιλέγω 8; 18, 1. 

ἀντίλογος 20, 3. 

ἀντιτάσσω 20, 3. 

ἀξία 1; 18, 1. 

ἄξιος 16, 1. 

ἁπλοῦν τὰς χεῖρας 20, ὃ. 

ἀποϑησαυρίζω 22, 2. 

ἀποχαλύπτω 2. 

ἀποχάλυψις 21, 1. 

ἀπώλεια τῶν ἀνϑρώπων 8, 3. 

ἀριϑιμός 1. 

ἀρχάγγελος 18, 2. 

ἀστόχημα 1. 

ἀφαιρέω 14, 3; 80. 


Βαρϑολομαῖος inser.; 14, 1. 


βασιλεία 11, 3 (τῶν οὐρανῶνὴ: 29. 


γάγγραινα 18, ὅ. 

γελάω 26, 2. 

γελωτολόγος 19, 1. 

γλωσσοχόπος 19, 1. 

γόγγυσος 20, 2. 

γραφή 15; 16, 2. 

γυνή 16, 2; 18, 3; 24; 27; 28. 

δαιμόνιον 7 (ἀρρενιχόν); 8, 1 (ϑηλυ- 
κόν). ὃ. 

δεσπότης 18, 2. 

διαχονέω 22, 2. 

διακονία 20, 2; 24. 28. 

διάχονος 1; 20, 1; 22, 1. 

διατάσσω 1; 3; 15; 23, 2. 

δίγλωσσος 20, 2. 

διδάσχαλος 22, 2; 26, 1. 

διδάσχω 15; 26, 2. 

διηγητικός 19. 

διχκάζω 18, 5. 

δοχιμαάζω 16, 1; 17; 19, 1; 20, 2. 

δοχιμή 16, 1; 19, 1. 

δρόμος 23, ὃ. 


ἔγγραφος 19; 29. 


ἔϑνος 10, 1. 


᾿ἐχκλησία 1; 16, 1. 


ἐχλεχτός 10, 1, 
ἐλέγχω 16, 2. 
ἐντιμάω 18, 4. 
ἐντολή 4, 2; 30. 
ἐντροπή 20, 8. 
ἐξελίσσω 28, 3. 
ἐξουσία 14, 1; 30. 


1) Vocabula ex Doctrina apostolorum repetita non enumerantur. 


CANONES KCCLESIASTICI. 


ἐπαναγχάζω 20, 3; 22, 2. 

ἐπαρχία 1. 

ἐπιεικής 20. 2. 

ἐπιϑυμία 8, 1. 

ἐπιλανϑάνω 26, 1. 

ἐπίσχοπος 1; 16, 1. 2; 17. 

ἐπισχύω 28. 

ἐπιταγή 30. 

ἐπιτιμάω 20, 3. 

ἐπίτασις 8, 3. 

ἐπουράνιος 1. 

ἐργαγαϑέω 21, 2. 

ἐργάτης 22, 1 (τῶν χαλῶν ἔργων); 29. 

ἔργον 8, ὃ (πονηρόν); 20, 8 (χρύφιον); 
22, 1 (καλόν). 2 (ἀγαϑόν); 29. 

ἑρμηνεύω 10, 2. 

εὐαγγελιστής 19. 

εὐγνώμων 19. 

εὐδιάκονος 21, 2. 

evijxoog 19. 

εὐλογέω 16, 1. 

evuetadotog 18, 3; 20, 3. 

εὐπειϑής 19. 

evoxvatog 20, 2. 

εὐσταϑής 18, 4. 

εὔτροπος 19, 1. 


ἡδονή 8, 1. ὃ. 
ἡμέρα 1 (χρίσεως); 14, 2 (κυρίου). 
ἥσυχος 20, 2. 


ϑεμελίωσις ἐχκχλησίας 1. 
ϑεοδίδακτος 14, 3. 
ϑησαυρίζω 29. 

ϑησαυρίσματα ἀγαϑά 21, 2. 
ϑησαυρὸς καλός 29. 

ϑλίβω 22, 1. 

ϑυμός 7; ὃ, 3. 

ϑυσιαστήριον 18, 4. ὅ; 23, 1. 
Θωμᾶς inscr:.; 12, 1. 


Ἰάχωβος inser.; 10; 19, 1; 28. 
ἱδρώς 12, 3. 

Ἰησοῦς Χριστός inser.; 1. 
Ἰούδας Ἰακώβου inscr. 
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Ι ἰσότης 14, 1. 


Ἰωάννης inser.; 3; 4, 1; 17; 
26, 1. 


18, 23; 


χαϑέζομαι ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 27. 

χάλλος 18, 1. 

χαταλογίζομαι 1. 

χαταδυναστεύω 20, 2. 

χαταφρονέω 20, ὃ. 

χαταφρονητής 20, ὃ. 

χαϑιστάνω 17; 19; 20, 1; 21, 1. 

χέλευσις 1. 

Κηφᾶς inscr.; 18, 1; 21, 1; 27. 

χληροῦμαι 1. 

zxowaovixdg 20, 3. 

χόρη ὀφϑαλμοῦ 12, 1. 

κρύφια ἔργα 20, ὃ. 

χύριος inscr.; 1; 2; 12, 1. 3; 19, 1; 
14, 3; 20, 1; 21, 2; 30, 


λαϊκός 23, 1. 

λογία 22, 1. 

λογίζω 19; 29. 
λοίδορος 16, 1: G10, 5: 
λυτρόω 4, 2. 


Μάρϑα 26, 2. 

Magia 26, 2. 

μαρτυρέω 20, 2. 
ΪΜατϑαῖος inscr.; 5; 20, 1. 
μέϑυσος 16, 1; 19. 
μειδιάω 26, 2. 

μετάδοσις 29, 

μονόγαμος 20, 2. 


ΙΝναϑαναήλ inser.; 11, 1. 
νηπτιχός 21, 2. 

γήφω 21, 2. 

γνομοϑέτης 14, 3. 

vooog 21, 2. 

νουϑεσία 2. 

γουϑετέω 20, 3. 

γνουνεχία 1. 

yoxteowh ὑπηρεσία 21, 2, 
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οἰδαίνω ὃ, 3. 
οἰχουμένη 1. 

οἶνος 20, 2; 21, 2. 
ὀλιγανδρία 16, 1. 
ὀργή 8, 1; 20, 2. 
ὀργίλος 20, 2. 
ὀρϑός 27. 


παραίτιος τῆς ζωῆς 12, 1. 

παραχαλέω 20, 3. 

παραπέμπω 20, 3; 22, 1. 

παρατέμνω 23, ὃ. 

παρεδρεία διακόνων 1. 

παρεδρεύω 21, 2; 23, 2. 

πεῖρα 21, 1. 

πένης 20, 2; 22, 1. 

περιπειϑέω 23, 1. 

περιποιέω 22, 2; 29. 

Πέτρος inser.; 6,1; 15; 16,1; 25; 30. 

πήγνυμι 16, 1. 

πλεονέχτης 16, 1. 

πλῆϑος 16, 1; 18, 2. 8. 4; 20, 2. ὃ. 

πλούσιος 20, 2; 22, 2. 

πλοῦτος 13, 1. 

πνεῦμα 2 (ἅγιον); ὃ, 2 (πονηρόν). 

ποιμενιχκὸς τόπος 22, 2. 

ποιμήν 18, 3. 

πόνος τῶν χειρῶν 12, ὃ, 

πόρνος 10, 1. 

ποτήριον 20, 1. 

πραῦς 16, 2. 

πρεσβύτερος 1, 1; 17; 18, 1. 8. 4; 
21, 2. 

προϑυμέομαι 18, 3. 

προχρίνω 13, 1. 

προνοέω 18, 4. 

προσευχή 18, 2; 21, 1. 

προσεύχομαι 27. 

προστίϑημι 14, 3; 30. 

προσφορά 24. 

προσωποληπτέω 20, 1. 

προσωπολήπτης 16, 1. 

πρόσωπον λαμβάνειν 3; 18, 3.5; 20, 2. 

προτρεπιχός 20, ὃ, 


INDEX VOCABULORUM. 


Σίμων inser.; 9. 
σύμβουλος 14, 3. 
συμμύστης 18, 3. 
συναϑροίζω 1; 18, 3. 
σύνδρομος 19, 1. 
συνέλευσις πρὸς γυναῖχας 18,. 3. 
συνεπίμαχος 18, ὃ. 
σύνοδος κυριαχή 19. 
σφραγίς 12, 1. 

σῶμα 25; 26, 1. 
σωτήρ 1. ἶ 
σώφρων 10, 1; 20, 2. 


τεχνοτρόφος 20, 2. 

τιμάω 12, 3; 18, 4; 20, 3. 

τιμή 20, 3. 

τόπος 1; 19 (εὐαγγελιστοῦ); 22, 2 
(ποιμενικός); 23, 1 (ἰδιος). 

τροφὴ φϑαρτὴ χαὶ πρόσκαιρος 12, 3. 

τύπος τῶν ἐπουρανίων 1. 


ὑπεροπτεύω 22, 1. 
ὑπηρεσία 21, 2. 
ὑποταγή 18, 4. 

φήμη 16, 1. 

φιάλη 18, 2. 
φιλεχϑρέω 28, 2. 
φιλόϑεος 17. 
Φίλιππος inscr.; 8, 1; 23, 1; 29. 
φιλόπτωχος 16, 1. 
φιμόω 12, 8. 

φόβος 20, 9. 

φρόνιμος 20, 2. 
φυλάττω 1; 14, 8; 80. 
φυτεύω 12, ὃ. 


ynow 1; 21, 1. 
Χριστός inscr.; 1; 20, 3. 
χρονίζω 18, ὁ. 


ψηφίζω 10, 1. 
ψυχή 8, 2. 3. 


Steinthal’S Hypotheje iiber Simfon. 649 


au madden, werden fic) im Rapitel 11 als folde heraus- 
ftellen, die mit erheblicen Schwierigteciten behaftet find. 

Waren aber die Hebrader ftets Monotheiften, 70 
fonnte auf dem Boden ibres Volfsthums und ihrer 
Literatur niemal$ ein nationaler Mythus von einem 
Sonnengotte ermad)jen. 

Cine Cntlehuung von Aupen her bezeichnet auch 
Steinthal al3 unmodglid. 

Was bleibt nach allem diefem von der ganzen 
Hypothefe nod) itbrig Ὁ 

(Fortjebung folgt.) 
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Sur alten lateinijden Ucberjekung der Doctrina 
apostolorum. 


Franz Xaver γ' 
Bon Prof. Dr. Funk. 


Wie in Ou. Schr. 1885 S. 161 mitgetheilt wurde, 
ift e8 dev Gelebrjamfeit de3 Herm O. Ὁ. Gebhardt 
gelungen, das Fragment einer alten Ueberjebung der 
Doctrina apostolorum an das Lidt zu Ziehen. Das 
Brucfiiie wurde von B. Pez aus einem Mtelfer Coder in 
{einem Thesaurus IV, 2,5 f. verdffentlicht. Glicdlidermeife 
ijt die Handjdrift, die eS enthalt, nicht verloren, wie 
Gebhardt jeiner Beit melden mute (Lerte τι. Unterfuch. 
II, 1,277). M23 in den verfloffenen Herbftferien in meiner 
Anwefenhett in der Bibliothe— de Klofters WtelE neue 
Nacdhforjdungen angeftellt wurden, wurde der Coder ge- 
funden. Gch nahm jofort, foviel e3 meine fnapp zube- 
meffene Zeit erlaubte, Ginficht von thm und erftatte im 
Nachftehenden furzen Gevidt tiber den Befund. 

Cs ift eine Pergamenthandjdrift in Quartformat. 
Das Alter diirfte von Pez im ganzen richtig beftimmt 
worden fein. Dod) midhte ic) den Coder eher etwas 


weiter herabriicen. Die Bahl der Blatter ift 115. Die 
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Ueberjdriften der cinzelnen Sticke find mit rother Tinte 
gegeben, jo aud) da8 Doctrina apostolorum. Dt. δέου 
bezeidnet die Handjdhrift in feiner Bibliotheca Melli- 
censis (1747) p. 18 al3 Lectionarium... ex SS. PP. 
homiliis excerptum, Gie ijt m. a. W. eine Sammlung 
pon Homilien iiber die Cpifteln des RKirchenjahres, bez 
gitmend mit dem Sonntag nad Pfingften. Der Ynbhalt 
ift naberhin folgender. 

Der Anfang lautet: 

Dominica Octavas (Ὁ 1. Octavae post) Pente- 
costen. Lectio epistolae beati Pauli apostoli ad 
Corinthios. Fratres, scitis, quoniam cum gentes es- 
setis, ad simulacra muta prout ducebamini euntes. 
Ideo notum vobis facio, quod nemo in spiritu Dei 
loquens dicit anathema Jesu etc. ete. (1 Ror. 12, 2 ff). 

Omelia lectionis eiusdem. 

Celebratur apud nos hodie, dilectissimi, octavus 
dies solemnitatis praecipuae, qua Deus Dei filius 
promissum spiritum sanctum in filios adoptionis 
effudit u. ἢ. . 

Dann folgen in gleicher Weije Homilien auf δὲς 
Cpifteln der fechs folgenden Gonntage fowie auf Feria 
IV, Feria VI und Sabbatum πα dem vierten Gonn- 
tag. Dom. II: Lectio ep. beati Johannes apostoli: 
Deus charitas est; in hoc apparuit charitas Dei in 
vobis u. j. Ὁ. (I Sob. 4, 8 ἢ); Homilie: Intente 
oportet audire, fratres charissimi, diligenterque 11. ῦ. 10. 
Dom. III: Lectio I Joh. 3, 13 ff.: Charissimi, nolite 
mirari (wie jest Dom. II post Pent.) Homilie: De 
humanitate erga proximos et de cavendo odio prae- 
senti lectione ammonemur 11. f. Ὁ. Dom. IV: Lectio 
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I. Petr. 5, 6 ff. (jebt Dom. III. p. P.); Homilie: Modo, 


fratres charissimi, audimus beatum Petrum apostolum 
ad humilitatem nos cohortantem u. j. Ὁ. Dom. V: 
Lectio Rim. 8, 18 ff. (jest Dom. IV. p. P.); Homilie: 
Quod ad comparationem aeternae gloriae, quam sanctis 
suis Deus ante saecula praeparavit u.f. 10. 11. . w. Mad 
dem 7. Gonntag oder der Ebdomas VII fommt Vi- 
gilia sancti Johannis baptistae VIIII K. Jul. Lectio 
Hieremiae prophetae: In diebus illis factum est verbum 
u. f. ., mie nod) jest. Daran reiht fid) Natale sancti 
Johannis baptistae VIII K. Jul. Lectio Jesalae_pro- 
phetae: Haec dicit Dominus: Audite insulae 11. ἧ. 1. 
(ποῦ) jest). Dann fommt Dominica post natale sancti 
Johannis b.; Vigilia u. Natale s. Petri; Natale 
s. Pauli; Ebdomades I—V post natale apostolorum ; 
Natale s. Laurentii; Adsumptio sanctae Mariae XVIII 
K. Sept.; Ebdomades I—VI post s. Laurentium; Men- 
sis septimi Fer. IV, VI wu. Sabbatum; Dominica 
mensis septimi post XII lectiones; Natale s. angeli Mi- 
chaelis; Ebdomades I—VIII post natale 5. angeli M. 
(wobei aber ΠῚ feblt); Natale 5. Andreae apostoli 
pridie Kl. Dee.; Ebdom IV—II ante natale Domini; 
Mensis decimi Feria IV, V1, Sabbatum; Ebdom. I. 
ante natale Domini. Jtunmehr folgen Dedicatio ecclesiae 
(Lectio Apoc. 21, 2 ff tie noch jest; Homilie: Sancti 
templi Domini dedicationem quotiescunque 11. ἧ. 1.); 
Natale omnium apostolorum; N. unius sancti mar- 
tyris; N. plurimorum sanctorum; N. sanctorum sacer- 
dotum, N. virginum, alfo eine Commune sanctorum, 
und 3ivar, abgejehen vom Rirchweibhfeft, mit doppelter 
Homilie fir die eingeluen Tage. Weiter fommen: Omelia 


Bur alten fat. Ueberjegung der Doctrina apostolorum. 653 


de ecclesia (Inter cetera beneficia Domini et salva- 
toris nostri 11. f. .): Omelia sancti Augustini de 
Alleluia (Ad laudem Dei atque ad confessionem verae 
fidei invitat nos sermo hebraeus 11. {. tv.); De resur- 
rectione fidelium s. Augustini (Certissima fiducia est 
Christianorum divinitus promissio resurrectio mortu- 
orum); Omelia de fide (Ad verae igitur et ad aeternae 
beatitudinis gaudia); Item alia; Item alia. Daran 
veiht fic) fol. 114a—115a mit dev Ueberfdhrift: Incipit 
ammonitio sive praedicatio sancti Bonifacii episcopi 
de Abrenuntiatione in baptismate, die von Bez ver- 
Offentlidte Homilie de Hl. Bonifatius. Den Schlup 
auf fol. 115b maden endlid) Dicta 5. Augustini und 
Doctrina apostolorum. Gene Worte lauten: Haec est 
fides, quae paucis verbis tenenda in symbolo novellis 
Christianis datur; quae pauca verba fidelibus nota 
sunt, ut credendo subiugati recte vivant, recte vivendo 
cor mundent, corde mundato quod credunt intellegant. 

Das ift der Gnbhalt der Handjdhrift. Diejelbe ent- 
halt, wie man ficht feine vollftdaudige Homilienfammlunng. 
€3 fehlt die Halfte des Kirchenjahres, die Beit von 
Weihuacdhten bis Pfingften, und diejer Xheil ging dem 
jebt noc) vorhandenen ohne Zweifel voraus. C8 zeigt 
Das Der Mtangel einer Ueberjdhrift fiir das Ganjze in 
unjerer Handfdrift und die Stellung de3 Commune 
Sanctorum am Cnde. Die Handjchrift in ihrem gegen- 
wartigen GVeftand ijt demgemagB wie am Ende fo aud 
am Wnfang defeft. 

Was nun aber das Θεία anlangt, das uns 3u- 
ndehft allein bejonder$ intereffirt, die Doctrina aposto- 
lorum, jo wurde das Bruchftiie, das fic) erhalten hat, 
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von Bez im ganzen getreu wiedergegeben. Bu bemerfen 
ijt nur Folgendes. Die Cintheilung δὲ Lertes in 
mebhrere Wbfchnitte ift eine Buthat von Pez. Der Coder 
hat fie nicjt. Die nach fornicaveris von Bez belajfene 
Stide jodann findet fic) im Coder nicht vor. Hier ftebt 
vielmehr an der Stelle non malefacies, entfprecend dem 
qriechijdjen ov μαγεύσεις. Bex aber Lief jene Worte weg, 
entineder weil die Schrift nicht ganz deutlich ift (εἰαοι 
lieft man non maofacies), oder weil er in Unbetradht 
deS folgenden non medicamenta mala facies ein Ber- 
fehen de8 Sdhreibers vermuthete, oder aus beiden 
Griinden zujammen. Wuf dev andern Seite hat der 
Coder eine Liice nach non puerum oder vor violaveris, 
und ραν von der Gripe, dak fiir ein oder anderthalb 
Worte Raum ift. Die αὐ ὦ hat indejfen Ἰ εὐ etwas 
Bejonderes zu Sedeuten. Die Worte puerum violaveris 
gehiren alg Ueberfegung de3 παιδοφϑορήσεις unmittel: 
bar zujammen und die Lice wurde vielleicht nur durd 
die Falte veranlabt, welche das Pergament an dem 
betreffenden Orte hat. Nad) dem Lekten nec ftand, wie 
aud) die Buntte bet Pez andeuten, noc) ein Wort. 
Dasjelbe ift aber 70 verblichen, daf e3 auch mit Zubilfe- 
nahme einer Lupe nicht mehr zu entziffern ijt. (ὦ 
ift noch 3u bemerfen, dag der Coder nicht adulator Lieft, 
joudern adolator. 

Der Gewinn, den wir dem Coder fiir die Doctrina 
apostolorum verdanfen, ift fomit fehr gering. Widtiger 
aber Ddiirfte die Wuffindung der Handjdrift injofern 
fein, αἴϑ wir nun deren Charafter fennen, und id 
habe aus dicjem Grunde eine furze Befdhreibung von 
ibe gegeben. Gie ift ein Homiliarium und zwar ein 
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Homiliarium zu den Cpiftelu des Kirchenjahres. Vielleicht 
liegt daS Gejudte noc in andern alten Homilien- 
fammlungen begraben. Gch erlaube mir daber zum 
Schlug an die Borftdinde von Rlofter- und andern 
nicht naber befannten Bibliothefen die Bitte zu ridyten, 
in ihren handjdriftlidben Sdhaben nach dem wichtigen 
Dofumente zu fahnden. 


II. 
Recenfionen. 


1. 


1. Archiv flir Literatur: wu. τ ει με ἢ ἢ ε des Meittelalters. 
Herausgegeben von P. H. Deniffe O. P. und F. Ehrle 
S. J. Crfter Band 1885. 642 ©. gr. 8. Berlin. 
Weidmann. Br. 20 Ne. 

2. Die Bulle Ne pretereat und die Reconcilationsverhand- 
Lungen Vudwigs des Bayers mit dem Papjte Fohann XXIL. 
Gin Beitrag zur Gejchichte des 14. Fahrh. von W. Felten. 
Mit einem WAnhang von Urfunden aus Trier, Koblenz 
und dem Vatifanifden Wrchiv. I. Theil. VIL. 79 Θ. 
8°. Trier. Paulinus-Drucereit. 1885. 

3. La Biblioteca della Sede apostolica ed i catalogi 
dei suoi manoscritti. I gabinetti di oggetti di scienze 
naturali, arti ed archeologia-annessi alla Bibl. Vaticana. 
Par G. B. de Rossi. Roma 1884. 68 G. qr. 8.') 

4. Leonis X. P. M. Regesta ed. Jos. 5. R. E. Cardinalis 
Hergenroéther. Fasc. II—III]. p. 1837—384. 

1. Gin bedeutjames Unternehmen, defjen Beadhtung 
wir den Lefern der Qu. Schrift hiemit empfehlen. Swe 
auf dem literarijden Gebiete bereits berithmte Lands- 

1) Die Schrift ift neuerdings (1886) als Cinleitung gu dem 
erften Band der palatinijden Handfdhriften der vatifanijden 
Bibliothef, fowie auch jeparat, in erweiterter Geftalt und in fa- 
teinijc&er Sprache (De origine, historia, indicibus scrinii et biblio- 
thecae Sedis apostolicae commentatio J. B. de Rossi) erjdienen. 
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Bad). gejdrieben, dev »glossae super unum ex quatuor« 
betitelt tft, aber noch im Manujfripte liegt. Viele Wehn- 
lichfett mit Dem Komment. de$ Chryfopoliten zeigt die 
Historia scholast. von Petrus Comestor, ὅν. 37 211 den 
Cvangelien (3. B. die fonderbaren Namen der Magier 
u. a.). Obne Zyweifel hat aber aud) der ἢ. Thomas 
von Wquin bet Wbfajfung feiner Catena aurea den Kom- 
mentar de8 Bad, der ohnehin im 13. Sabhrh. bereits 
durd zabhlreice Handjchriften verbreitet war, vor Wugen 
gebabt; eS wiirde ὦ dies durch) gegenfeitige Bujammen- 
ftellung dev beiderfeits bentigten Wuttoren im allgemeinen 
jowie durd auffallende einzelne Stellen (3. B. Magna 
quaestio est. utrum hoe (ndml. Mitth. 5, 40) etiam de 
servis accipiendum sit etc.), allerding3s iiberragt die 
Catena aurea δε ἢ. Thomas bedeutend den Kommentar 
dDeS hry). durd die Bahl und Vortrefflichfeit der aus- 
gewablten Wuttoren. 


18* 


Sur Upoftellehre und apoftolijdhen Kirdenordwung. 
“Bon Prof. Dr. Funt. 

Die WApoftellehre hat, jeitdem das Cektemal in der 
OQu.-Sdhr. (1885, 159 ff.) vow den itber fie erfdicnenen 
Schriften die Mede war, zu einer grofen WAngahl von 
Unterfucdungen Wnlag geboten. Die Bahl der Ausga- 
ben, Abhandlungen, langeren und fitrzeren Mitteilungen 
wird bereits auf etwa 200 gejchabt. Wir werden im 
Laufe diejer Unterfucbung auf mebhrere diejer Schriften 
suriicfommen. Hier feien οι ΠΣ zwei der Beadhtung 
empfoblen. Die eine ift die Wusgabe von BH. S haff 
in λοι τ) τί. Sie fiihrt ven Vitel: The oldest Church 
manuel called the Teaching -of the twelfe apostles, 
erjdien 1885 (Mew: Yorf, Funk and Wagnalls) und 
ward 1886 in siveiter WAuflage herausgegeben, indem 
suv dlteren Litteratur die vom Marz 1885 bis Marz 
1886 erjcienene nadgetragen wurde. Das Werk ent- 
halt πάψη der Ausgabe von Harnac Ὁ. F. 1884 die 
eingehendfte Unterjucdung iiber die vielerdrterte τί, 
die vollftandigite Sujammenftellung der einfdlagigen 
Terte und Dofumente, annadhernd vollftdudiges Littera- 
turverzeichnis, und zwar fo, dak bet den widhtigeren 
Schriften die ent}dheidenden Puntte fury angegeben wer- 
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den, und bet der Umficht und Griindlicfeit, mit der ο 
ausgearbeitet ijt, wird e3 nicht bloB jenfeits, jondern 
auch dieSfeits des Ozeans feine Dienfte Leijten ἢ. Die 
andere Schrift: die Apoftellehre und die jitdijchen beiden 
Wege (Leipzig. Hinvicshs 1886) hat A. Harnad zum 
Verfafjer. Sie ijt ein ermetterter Whodvuck aus der Real: 
engyflopadie fitr proteft. Theol. und Kirche, gibt aber 
zugletd) den Lert dev Wpoftellehre (mit den erforderlicen 
wenigen frtiifden Noten und ohne Sadherflarung) foiwie 
den Lert der vermeintlichen [οἰ ει. Lehre von den 
beiden Wegen und diirvfte fic) al biindige Zufammen- 
faffung der Hauptfragen zur fdnellen Orienticrung be- 
fonderS ecignen, wenn gleich) der neue Standpuntt, den 
H. zur Apoftellehre einnimmt, noch unvridtiger ijt, als 
dev frithere. 

Nidt gleiden Sdhritt mit dem Wach3stum der Lit- 
teratur bielt dev που] νυ der Crfenntni3. Wie am 
Anfang, jo gehen die AWAnfichten ἴδον die Schrift and) 
jet noch nach den verjdhiedenften Seiten auseinander, 
fowobl bestighich dev Zeit und der Heimat, al besiig- 
lid) de8 Charafters und der Ridtung, der Quellen und 
Dev Qutegritat der Schrift. Dudem ich auf dite genann- 
ten Urbeiten wie meine Demnddft erfdeinende MAusgabe 
verweije, darf id von Auffiihrung der verjdhiedenen 
Wnfichten Umgang nehmen. Dagegen follen im folgen- 
Den einige widhtigere Fragen eingehender evdrtert werden. 


1) Die Crwahnung einer Ausgabe der athiopijchen Verfion 
Dev apoftolifden RKirchenordnung durd W. Fell (Leipzig 1881) 6. 
238 beruht wohl auf einem BVerjehen. Die Canones apostolorum, 
welche Hell 1871 athiopijch mit lateinifder Ueberjegung heraus- 
gab, find die fog. apoftolifchen Ranones, und eine andere hteber 
gehdrige Ausgabe von ᾧ. ijt miv nicjt befannt geworden. 
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1. Gine nicht unbedeutende Frage betvifft das Ver- 
Haltnis der WApoftellehre (Ὁ) zum Barnabasbricf 
(B). Welche Schrift ijt, wenn von einer gemeinjamen 
Quelle abgefehen wird, als altere oder alS Quelle dev 
anderen 3u fajjen? Die metften Kritifer, insbefondere 
faft alle englifden und amerifanijden jprachen fic) nad 
und nad fiir die Priovitat von D aus, in Deutfehland 
Bahu, Langen (Hift. Bettf[drift 1885 Bd. 53), Lechler 
(Das apoft. u. nachapoft. Beitalter 3. 91, 1825), ae 
(Lit. Rundfdau 1885 Nr. 8, 9), Arnold (8είὦν. 
KR. 1885). Harnac erdrtert die Frage in feiner ae 
ften Schrift S. 11 f. auf neue, und er findet fic) durch 
feine wiederbolte Unterjucung in der entgegengefebten 
Auffaffung de3 Verhaltnijfes nur beftdrft. Sein neuer 
Beweis ift folgender. Gudem er zundchft bemerft, dak 
D 1—5 ztemlich viel enthalt, mas in B 18—20 feblt, 
ndmlid) 1, 2—6; ὃ, 1—6 und auger dicfen zwei griz 
Beren Wbjchnitten eine Reihe von gréferen und fleineren 
Qufawen zu den mit B gemeinfamen Sentenzen, wahrend 
B itber D binaus in den zur Rede ftehenden Kapiteln 
nur fehr weniges biete, namentlic) ein paar Sagchen in 
19, 2. 3. 4. 8, und zumal Gabe, deren Fehlen in Ὁ 
fid) nabezu iiberall leicht beqriinden Laffe, fabrt er fort: 
, Wen von zwet Sdhriftitellern A einen Stoff m, C aber 
Den Stoff m + n bringt, ift παν a priori mnidt 
zu ent{deiden, wer dev Gewahrsmann deS anderen ge- 
wejen ift; denn Verkiirzungen find ebenjowohl miglid, 
al Grweiterungen. Wenn aber C felbft ausdvriiclid 
fein Claborat al3 eine Kompilation bezeidnet — διδαχη 
κυρίου διὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων — wenn ferner jenes ἢ 
offenfundig Cauter von anders wobher genommenen, nicht 
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oviginalen Stoff umfapt, fo ift e3 jdledterdings un- 
moglid, die Arbeit von A fiir ein ECrzerpt aus Ο zu 
halten. Go aber fleht e3 in diejem Fall. Ware Bar- 
nabas der WAusfchreiber, fo hatte ev mit Sorgfalt alle 
evangelifden Spritdhe anus der WApoftellehre weg- 
gelafjen (!); er hatte 3, 1—6 weggelajjen; er hatte 
endlid) die gute Reihenfolge in der WApoftellehre in ein 
Chaos verwandelt. Das glaube wer mag!” Das Vis- 
hevige bezieht fic) auf das Verhaltnis von B und D in 
Der Lehre von den zwei Wegen. Dah aber auch in den 
weiteren Parallelftelen, B 4, 9. 10 u. D16,2. B alg 
Quelle anzuerfennen jet, dafiir wird geltend gemadt, 
δαβ D im lebten Rapitel, einer blofen Rompilation aus 
evangelijden Siellen, Bach. 14, 5 und einer Weberliefe- 
rung iiber den WAntichrift, den bier ftehenden, mit B 4, 
9, 10 faft wirtlid) zujammentreffenden Sag notwendig 
von diefem entlehut haben miifje, da nidt denfbar 
fei, Daf B, ware er der jpdtere, den cinzigen Vers, der 
das geiftige Cigentum des Verfaffers von D wave, fid 
angeeignet haben jollte, jowie daB B das Ende bereits 
por dev Dhiire erblidt, wie das von ihm gebraudte 
vev anzeige, wahrend in D das nicht der Fall fei, das 
bedeutjame νῦν vielmebr feble. 

So formuliert Harnad [681 feinen Bewweis fitr die 
Priovitét von B gegentiber D. Der sweite Teil der 
Beweisfiihrung ift tbrigens nicht neu; ev ift nur eine 
Wiederholung defjen, was οὐ fchon in den Bufaben und 
Berictiguugen zu feiner griferen Schrift (GS. 287 1.) 
gegen die andere Wuffaffung vorbrachte. Was nun zu- 
παι die in Ddiefem Veil enthaltenen zwei WArgumente 
anlangt, fo joll das szmweite das ent}dhetdenjte fein. Har- 
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nac mag ἐδ in der θαι fiir das widhtiafte halten. Cine 
wirklich ent}decidende Bedeutung fommt ihm aber jcbhwer- 
lid) gu. Wer nicht zum Voraus von der Prioritat 
von B iiberzeugt ift, wird nicht einjehen, dag die mattere 
Formulierung nicht auch dte friihere jetn fdune und die 
jdharfere die jpdtere. Jn meinen Wugen ift eher das 
aiweite Argument das gewidtigere, und wenn die Sade 
nur fo und ganz fo ftdnde, wie fie von Harnad darge- 
ftellt wird, wiirde ic) ihm Το 01: eine Beweisfraft zu- 
evfennen. Allein das {ΠῚ eben nicht der Fall. Harnad 
hat wohl hervorgehoben, was zu Gunften dev Priovritat 
pon B geltend gemacht werden fann; von den Griinden 
aber, aus denen B nicht al3 eine Originalfompofition 
zu betrachten ift und die eben deShalb notwendig in (ὅτ: 
wagung zu ziehen waren, hat ev feinen einzigen beviihrt. 
Sein Verfahren ift jomit ein fehr einfettiges und daber 
nicht geeiqnet, auf den, der fich ein eigenes Uvteil tiber 
Die Frage gebildet, einen befonderen Cindrud zu machen. 
Budem ift aud) das fraglide Argument felbft nicht fo 
gav ftarf. Sft e3 denn fo ganz gewik und ficer, dak 
D 16, 2 al8 getftiges Cigentum de3 Berfafjers der 
WApojtellehre zu gelten hat? Kann nicht auch diejem Sag 
eine Ueberlicferung, fet e3 miindlider oder fdhriftlicer 
Art, zn Grunde liegen, und ijt, wenn die Aujfafjfung des 
Sages als alleinigen geiftigen Cigentums de3 Verfaffers 
im ganzen RKapitel fo στοβὲ Schwierigfeiten madt, in 
Wubetracht der ganzen Sachlage eine tolche nicht einfad 
porauszufepen? Was endlich die Schwierigkeiten betrifft, 
die der Wunahme der PBrioritat von D gegeniiber B iu 
Dem Abjdnitte von den zwei Wegen entgegenftehen follen, 
jo fann fie Harnac zum grdferen Teil felbft lofen. Es 
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jet unglaublid), behauptet derfelbe, daf B D 3, 1—6 
ausgelafjen und die gute Rethenfolge in der Wpojtellehre 
in ein @haos verwandelt Habe. Und doch mug er diefes 
Unglaubliche neneftens felbjt annehfmen, indem er B auf 
cine jiidijde Grundjdhrift zuritdfithrt, die, abgefehen von 
D 1, 3—6, mit unjerer Wpoftellehre in der Lehre von 
Den Ziwet Wegen faft αὔτ zujammentrifft. Wie mag 
man unter folden Umftdnden von Unglaublicdem reden? 
Oder foll der Sprung, der hier gemacht wird, etiwa da- 
durd) geredhtfertigt werden, dDaB Harnad, um die Une 
ordnung dev Rethenfolge dev Sentenzen in B zu evflaren, 
jest anunimmt (©. 29), Barnabas habe wohl aus dem 
Gedaichtnis sitiert? Da Hatten fiderlic) die Vertreter der 
andern Wujfajjung mehr IMecht, als er, xu antiworten: 
das glaube wer mag! (δ bleibt alfo nur das Feblen 
von Ὁ 1, 3—6 in B itibrig. Diefer Punft fann aber 
unmoglicd) von groper Bedeutung fein. Barnabas hat 
jid) ja fehon D 1, 2 gegentiber die groften Whweidhun- 
gen erlaubt. Bon den dret δύ] Sedeutjamen Sagen, 
Die Hier ftehen und die von Harnad alle aud) in die 
jlidijche Grundjchrift aufgenommen werden, hat er den 
Dritten, das Gebot: dem Machiten nicht zuzufiigen, was 
man felbjt nicht 3u erfabren wiinfde, ganglich ausge- 
laffen; die beiden anderen, die Gebote der Gottes- und 
dev Machftenliebe, Hat er auseinandergeriffen und weit 
augeinandergeftellt und das erjte in betrachtlich erwei- 
terter, Das 3 weite in betradhtlich verauderter Geftalt ge- 
geben. Gollte bet folcdhem Sachverhalt das Auslaffen 
DeS folgenden Wbjdnittes fo gar unvdenfbar fein? die 
rage ijt nach dem voritehenden fdwerlid zu bejahen. 

2. Wie 01 e3 mit dev jiidifdhen Grund- 
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{rift der Apoftellehre, von der bereits im BVoraus- 
gehenden die Rede war? Die Hypotheje ift englifden 
Urjprunges. Harnac hatte fie zwar bereits in jeiner 
Dogmengejdhidte (1, 105) angedeutet. Wllein ev evfennt 
Taylor (The Teaching of the twelfe apostles with 
illustrations from the Talmud 1886) da3 BVerdien{t zu, 
fie energifch geltend gemadt und bewiejen, ,,faft zur 
Evidenz” gebracdht zu haben. Wuf dev andern Seite hat 
ev aber felbjt fie weiter enttwicelt, indem er auf Grund 
Der Hypotheje die verjdicdenen Lehren von den jiwei 
Wegen nach ihrem Urfprungsverhaltnis neu beftimmte, 
und jo mige vor allem jfeine Anjdhauung vorgefithrt 
werden. 

Wihrend Harnacé frither die Apoftellehre unmittel- 
bar aus dem Barnabasbriefe hervorgehen lieB, nimmt 
er [681 eine gemeinjdhaftliche Quelle fiir beide Sdhrifien 
an und zwar jo, dab unferem gegenwartigen Lerte von 
D mebrere Yiezenfionen vorausgehen. GJene OQuelle 
Jet eine jiidtjde Lehre von den beiden Wegen gewejen, 
eine jlidifce Brojelyteninftruftion, die, wie das Alte 
Teftament, von Chriften jehr frithe tbernommen und als 
Taufrede zur Cinjdharfung dev chriftlichen SittlichEeit 
gebraucht worden fet. Diejelbe jet im erften Sahrhun- 
dert τι. 8. oder fdon friiher verfabt worden. Sm nadh- 
apoftolijden Beitalter babe fodann zunddhft Barnabas 
Die Gnftruftion feiner Schrift einverleibt und zwar wohl 
aus dem Gedadhtnis, wie die Unorduung Zeige, in wel: 
cher ev ihre Sage reprodugiere. Cin anderer unbefann- 
ter Chrift habe ferner die jiidijche Juftruftion zu einer 
nxebre dev (3wHlf) Wpoftel” erhoben, indem er c. 7—16 
hingufligte. Diefe Cdition fet uns zwar nicht erhalten; 
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fie habe aber dem alten Lateiner (L) und dem Verfaffer 
Der apoftolifchen Rirdenverordnung (K) vorgelegen, dic 
beide einen Glteren Gert zeigen, al3 unjere heutige 
UApoftellehre. Diefe Mezenfion fet weiter, um die _,,bei- 
Den Wege” mit evangelijdhem Stoff auszuftatten, den 
man in einer Adayn κυρίου διὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων Habe 
vermijjen nuiffen, um den Wbjchnitt D1, 3—2, 1 erwei- 
tert worden, und fo fet unter Hinjzufiiqung fleiner, un- 
bedeiitender Menderungen die Form der Wpoftellehre 
entftanden, die uns in der Handjehrift von Ronftantino- 
pel (Μὴ) und den apoftolifden RKonftitutionen (C) vor- 
liege. Wabhrideinlich habe e3, wie die ZBeugniffe der 
Kirdhenvater zeigen, noch andere Rezenfionen gegeben. 
Die jiidijce Urjchrift fonne aus den uns tiberlieferten 
Rezenfionen der ,,3zwet Wege", namlic aus BMKLC 
nocd faft τον wiederhergeftellt werden; die dltefte 
chrijtlicye Lehrform, die fic) indeffen von der jiidifdyen 
fachlich wenig unterjchieden babe, fafje fic) aus KLM, 
Die zwette aus MC ermitteln (©. 25—32). 

Die Hypotheje von der jitdijcden Grundfdyrift ijt, 
wie man auf den erften ΘΠ erfennt, jehr bedeutfam. 
Sie wirft, wenn vidhtig, auf die Gefdhichte der Apoftel- 
Cebre ein ganz neues Licht, und fie verdient daher eine 
ernftlicdhe Briifung. Hoven wir zunddft ihre Beqritndung. 

Der englifdhe Gelehrte giebt fie in feiner Schrift 
©. 18—22, indem er die duperen und inneren Griinde 
geltend macht, welche gegen die Uripritnglidfeit des 31Ὁ- 
fchnittes 1, 3—2, 1 in der Apoftellehre jprechen jollen. 
su jener Beziehung veriveift er anf das Febhlen des 
WAbjdhnittes in Ku. L. Gu diejer Hinjicht betont er 
vor allem, δα β die begtiglichen Worte nidt eine fpesielle 
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und ausdriidlide Erfldrung des ,,erften Gebot3" (der 
Gottesliebe) enthalten, wie wir fie πα dem Sage 2, 1 
eviparten DdDitrfen, welder das siwette Kapitel mit Madh- 
druc als eine Entwiclung des ,,zweiten Gebotes der 
Die Lehre” beszeichne. Weiter wird bemerft, dap Boll: 
fommenbettsiprithe in naturgemaper Drdnung nidt vor 
einer jo rudimentdven Lehre fommen, wie den Ber- 
boten: du follft nicht tdten, nicht ehebreden τι. 7. w., 
fondern diefer ficherlich folgen witrden; dah dte Pflicht 
des WAlmojengebens in ridtiger Orduung in ec. 4 vorge- 
tragen werde, und dag eS daber nidt ndtig gewejen, 
fie aud) in ὁ. 1 einzufcharfen; endlich, dag die fraglicen 
Gage (1, 3—G6) dei ihrer Weithdweifigkeit aud) ftiliftijd 
αἰ jpdtere Zuthat zu dem urjpriingliden Dofumente 
Π darftellen. Und indem er die Sage als [τοῖς Zitate 
aus der Bergpredigt der urfpriingliden Schrift abjpridt, 
jchlieBt er: nad) ihrer Bejeitiquug bleibe im erften Leil 
Der Wpoftellehre wenig oder nichts ausgelprodhen Chrift- 
Ciche3; man iwerde aljo 3u einer dlteren Form der Lehre 
pon Den gwei Wegen, von jlidifdem Charatter und mig- 
lidheriweije vorehriftlichem Urjprung, zuriidgefiibrt, aus 
Der unfere Kapitel I—VI gebildet wurden und von der 
jie fic) in ihrer endgiiltigen Form nur durd) dte "δεῖς: 
fligung der Langeren Gage in c. 1 und einiger Sagden 
vielleiht inc 4 unterfdeiden. Go Taylor. Harnad 
JeinerfeitS folgerte den jiidifden Urfprung de3 Dofu- 
mented ,aus dev Wbwefenheit aller fpezifijd chriftlidhen 
MerEmale und evangelifchen Sypriidhe, aus der Beobad): 
tung, dab das Thema (Ὁ 1, 2) nicht in der evangelijdhen 
Fafjung angegeben ift, und ans den zablreiden Paral: 
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Celen, welche die jiidifch-palajtinenfijche und Hellenijtifde 
Litteratur bieten” (S. 28 Aum. 1). 

Sit aber mit diefen Griinden, wie Harnac meint, 
Die jiidifche Uridhvift wirklich fajt zur Gewibheit gebracht ὁ 
J glaube nicht, und ἰῷ bin im Gegenteil tiberzeugt, 
Dap fic) der chriftlihe Urjiprung der Schrift mit voller 
Siderbheit bemeijen lapt. 

Was vor allem die Arguinente Taylors anlangt, 
jo bemeijen fie mehr den jpdteren Urfprung von D 1, 
3—2, 1 als den jlidifcdhen Urjprung de8 tibrigen Teiles 
Der Lehre von den Zziwet Wegen. Denn in legterer Be- 
ztehung fagt er nur: nad) WXbzug des fragliden Wb- 
jcnittes bleibe wenig oder nichts ausgejproden Chrijt- 
licheS in der Lehre von den zwet Wegen, alfo fei dieje 
urjpriinglich jiidijdh. Bit aber der Schluk fonfludent ὁ 
RKounte nicht auch ein Chrift in diejer Weije eine Moral 
jehreiben, zumal in einer Zeit, wo die Cvangelien noc 
faum oder noch nicht entitanden waren? Taylor gejtebht 
zudem mit den Worten ,,wenig oder nidis” felbft zu, 
daf} jene Elimination nicht Hinreide, um alle chrijtlicden 
Anzeichen aus dev Schrift zu entfernen, und diefer 111: 
ftand gentigt vorerft, um ein Sebriftfttice, das wohl bet 
Den Chriften im Gebraucd war, von defjen Gebrauch im 
Sudentum aber jchled)terdings nichts befannt ift, aud) 
in feinem Urjprung als νι {ὦ fejtzuhalten. 

Harnack freilid) geht in diefer Beziehung etwas 
radifaler vor. Wahrend Taylor in der urjpriingliden 
Lehre von den zwei Wegen wentg oder nichts Chriftlides 
findet, vedet evr von Wbwejenheit aller fpezifijch chrift- 
lichen Merfmale und evangelijden Sypriide.  Jusbe- 
joudere vermift er die evangelifde Faffung oes Themas, 
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und eS ift ridjtig, dab die drei Gebote 1, 2 nicht gang 
die Form Haben, im der wir fie in den Cvangelien, 
bezw. bei Matthaus finden. Gleichwobhl tft nicht auf 
jlidijdhen, jondern vielmebr auf dhriftlichen Urfprung ju 
jchlicBen. Denn wenn die Gebote der Gottes- und der 
Nachjtenliebe in D auch nidt ganz in evangelijder 
Fafjung vorliegen, fo lat fidy in ihrer Faffung evan- 
gelifdher Cinflug dod) jcdhwerlid) verfennen. Fiirs erjte 
find die beiden Gebote in D ebenjo unmittelbar mit. 
einander verbunden wie in den Coangelien, wahrend von 
einer Ghulicden Zujammenftellung im dev jitdijchen Lit- 
teratur bi8her nichts beigebradt wurde. Die Gebote 
find zweitens nidt bloB mit einander verbunden, fon- 
vern auch flajfifiziert, und zwar ganz mit den gleichen 
Worten wie in der Hl. Schrift. Das πρῶτον vor ἀγα- 
πήσεις Und das δεύτερον evinnert jo ftar— an das αὕτη 
ἐστὶν ττρώτη καὶ μεγάλῃ ἐντολὴ und δευτέρα δὲ ὁμοία 
αὐτῇ Matth. 22, 38. 39, δαβ, fo lange nicht eine an- 
dere Parallelftelle nacdgewiejen ijt, die Quelle Der Worte 
dort gejucht werden mu. 

Die Befauntichaft mit dem YM. GD. verrdt fic) in- 
defjen, von 1, 3—2, 1 natiirvlid) ganz abgejehen, da diefer 
Wbjchnitt hauptiadhlic) der chriftlide Bujak Zu der jiidi- 
{chen Grundfdrift jein joll, inD nicht blog im Thema, 
fondern auch an anderen Gtellen. Bor allem fommt 
3, 7 in Betracdht, wo den Werten wore δὲ πραύς, aus 
Matth. 5, 5 beigefiigt iit: ἐπεὶ οἱ πραεῖς κληρονομή - 
σουσι τὴν γῆν. Die Quelle der Worte ijt jdwerlid 
sweifelhaft. Wllerdings lapt fid) fragen, ob die Worte 
urfpriinglid) find. Harnad hat fie in der That in jeiner 
jiidijden Lehre von den Heiden Wegen geftricen. Die 
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Worte fehlen auch bet Barnabas. Auf dev anderen 
Seite ftehen fie bei allen iibrigen Beugen, insbhejondere 
in der Rezenfion, die Harnact felbft als Hauptquelle fiir 
Die jiidijde Lehre von den zwei Wegen anerfennt, in 
der apoftolijden Kirchenordnung, und ich fehe daber nicht 
ein, mit tweldem Grund die Stelle qeftrichen werden 
fol. Das bloge Fehlen bet Barnabas giebt bei dem 
befannten Berfahren diefes Schriftftellers dazu dod 
που nod) fein Recht. Uebrigens verbhalte ἐδ fid 
mit diejfer Stelle tte e8 wolle: dite angeblich jiidifce 
Grundjchrift enthalt noch weitere driftlide Spuren. 

Die δευτέρα ἐντολὴ τῆς διδαχῆς (2, 1) beginnt 
mit den Worten: οὐ φονεύσεις, ov μοιχεύσεις u. ἧ. w. 
Ganz mit denfjelben Worten beginut der Herr Mtatth. 
19, 18 feine Rede an dem Giingling, der ihn gefragt 
hatte, was er thun miijfe, um das ewige Leben 3u οὖς 
fangen. ft diefer gleidhe Anfang nicht δ]: be- 
Deutjam ὁ 

Sn dem Siindenfatalog 5, 1 ftehen fiinf Giinden, 
namlid) φόνοι, μοιχεῖαι, ἐπιϑυμίαι, πορνεῖαι, 
κλοπ αἰ, εἰδωλολατρίαι, μαγεῖαι, φαρμακίαι, ἁρπαγαί, 
ψευδομαρτυρίαι, allerdings mit einigen anderen 
untermijdt, ganz in derjelben Ordnung wie Mtatth. 15, 
19; fiinf weitere, namic) δόλος, ὑπερηφανία, κακία, 
σελεονεξία, ἀλαζονεία (5, 2) ftehen Nim. 1, 29. 30, 
freilid) nicht in der gleichen Meihenfolge und das ziweite 
und Legte in der Form von ὑπερήφανοι und ἀλαζόνες, 
eine Verjchiedenheit, die iibrigens {chwerlich von wefent- 
lider Bedeutung ift; die Worte κολλώμενοι ἀγαθῷ 5, 2 
jodann Lefen wir wieder im Romerbrief (12, 9): 2, 6 
ferner berithrt fid) mit 1 Ror. 5, 10. 11; 3, 1 mit 
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I Dheff. 5, 22; 8, 2 mit Gal. 5, 2: follte nun all das 
blofer Zufall fein? Man finnte Hieran vielleicht in dem 
ete oder anderen Fall denfen, aber ficherlid) nidt in 
jedem Fall und noc) weniger in allen Fallen zufammen- 
genommen. 

Wher nicht blof aus dberartigen Bertihrungen mit 
dem Mt. G., fondern auch noc) aus ihrem weiteren Site 
halt ift der dhriftliche Ghavafter der WApoftellehre jelbft 
in der angeblicden Grundjdrift zu erfennen. 2, 7 Lejen 
wir: du follft feinen Menfden Haffen, jondern die einen 
zuredtweijen, fiir die andern beten, noch andere mebr 
lichen al8 deine Geele. Sit das wobl jiidifd? Matth. 
5, 43 bemerft Chriftus den BJuden, e3 fei zu ihnen ge- 
jagt worden, fie jollen ihren Nachiten lieben und ihren 
Heind Hafjen. Der lLegtere Teil de$ Sages fteht nun 
nirgends im 91. Z.; aber er entfprad) ficherlic) der Wn- 
fchauung dev Yuden, evr war eine Folgerung, dite die 
Juden aus dem Gebote der (blofen) Nachftenliebe zogen, 
und die Mpoftellehre vevtritt demgemag mit dem Ge- 
bote, feinen Menjcven 3u hajjen, offenbar eine antijiidifde, 
bes. τί ἀν. Gehre. Und wenn die Apoftellehre vevr- 
langt, dDaB man wenigitens einen Teil der Mtenjchen 
mehr liebe αἱ feine Seele, geht fie daun nicht fogar 
iiber das Miah der Machftenlicbe hinaus, das den Chriften 
im MN. LG. tm allgemeinen vorgefdrieben ijt? 4, 10 beift 
eS, Gott fomme nicht, um nach Wnjehen ber Perjon zu 
berufen, jondern Zu denen, welche dev Geift bereitet 
habe, und das ftimmt ficerlid) wenig 3u dem Glauben 
DeS ἢ] θη VolfeS an feine befondere Bevorgzugung. 
Wie mag man bet diejem Sadhverhalt von einer jiidi- 
jcden Grundjedhrift fprecen? Oder jollten etwa die an- 
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gefiihrten Argumente fiir den chriftliden Charafter der 
Schrift alle nichts zu bedeuten haben ? 

3. Wenn die {οἰ}. Urjdyrift feinen Grund hat, 
ift dann nicht viclletcht cine Hriftlide anzunehmen? 
Die Frage wurde miederholt bejaht und in unferer 
Apojtellehre bald eine montanijtijde, bald eine ebioni- 
tijche oder eine anders gefarbte Bearbeitung evblictt. 
Der Sdhlup auf die Grundjchrijt wurde teils mit den 
angeblich haretijden Judizien unjerer Wpofteliehre, teils 
mit den Dijfferenzen begriindet, die zwifchen D und den 
anderen Rezenfionen der Lehre von den Zwei Wegen be- 
fteben. Gine BZujammenfafjung der begitglichen Crév- 
terungen gab Bratfe in den Jabhrbiidern fiir protest. 
Theol. 1886 S. 302—11, und jo werde ἰῷ mich), ine 
Dem id) zur Unterjucung der Frage weiter fdreite, 
Hauptjadlid) an deffen Darlegung halten. 

Sndem Bratfe an die einfdlagigen Arbeiten von 
Holgmann (Sabhrb. f. proteft. Theol. 1885 Ὁ. 154—166), 
Hilgenfeld (Zeitichr. f. wifj, Fh. 1885 S. 73—102), 
Krawugdy (Th. Qu. Scr. 1884 Ὁ. 547—666) und 
W. Bickel (Gejch. ὃ. KM. 1) ankniipft und auf οἷο in thnen 
gelieferten Rachweije ὦ ftitgend ermagt, 1) dag Cu. Καὶ 
pon einander unabbangig find, 2) dag beide an den 
meiften Stellen mit D, an mebreren aber gegen D unter 
fid) iibereinftimmen, 3) dak B eine gemeinfame Grund- 
lage der Schriften nidjt gewejen fein fann, folgert er, 
dap alle vier Schriften aus einer und derjelben Schrift 
gejdipft haben miiffen und dab die gemeinjame Uv- 
~ Jdhrift eine D 1—6 analoge Form gehabt, und vielleict 
aud), wie ev jpdter hingzufiigt, die moralijden Clemente 
von D 7—16 und einiges aus dem Sdhlug von D 16 in 
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fid) begriffen habe. Diejer Sag bildet den ϑΠιδααπῃδ: 
puntt jeiner Unterjuchung, und bet der Bedeutung, die 
ev fiir die Frage hat, ift er jofort 3u priifen, bevor 
wir 3u den weiteren Griinden fiir die Urfehrift iiber- 
geben. 

Die befannten Mezenfionen der Lehre von den Zwei 
Wegen follen aljo alle von einander unabhingig jein; 
nidt etumal C foll von D abjtammen, nocd) weniger Καὶ 
und B. apt fic) aber das mit Grund bebhaupten? 
Konnen Cu. K, um zundehft bet ipnen ftehen zu bleiben, 
wirtlic) nicht von D abftammen? Gind die Stellen, in 
denen fie gegen D unter fic) zufammenftimmen, in der 
That derart, dafs fie eine weitere Schrift als Ouelle 
vorausjegen? ratte bat fie, wenigitens in feiner 310: 
bandlung, nicht πάθον gepriift, jondern einfach) auf Ddte 
Darlequig von Haruna und Krawugedy verwiefen. Um 
fo mehr wird e3 unfere Wufgabe fein, fie ndber ins 
Wuge zu fafjen. 

Harnac hob in feiner fritheren und griperen WArbeit 
(I, 210 nm. 34) drei derartige Buntte Hervor. 1) C 
τ. Καὶ laffen die Worte ἀλλὰ μεμεστωμένος πράξει weg 
bie D 2, 5 bietet; 2) fie ftellen im Gegenjag zu 0) 2, ὅ 
beide das xevog vor ψευδής; 3) wahrend Ὁ 4, 4 ein- 
fad) οὐ διψυχήσεις hat, ftellt K voran und fiigt C bei 
ἕν προσευχῇ σου. Und dieje Stellen find gugleid die 
einzigen, die bisher in der gedachten Midtung zur Spradje 
famen. Denn Krawugdy unterjudte (S. 551—73) nit, 
wie man nad der Darftellung Brattes erwarten muh, 
das Verhaltnis von Ο τι. Καὶ 3u D, fondern ev fuchte aus 
K u. Ὁ 3u beweijen, dag D feine Oviginalarbeit, fon- 
dern die Erweiterung einer alteren Schrift ber die 
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amet Wege fei. Wir haben e3 alfo nur mit jenen dret 
Stellen 3u thun, und wenn wir πάθον nacdjehen, bleiben 
uns nicht einmal dieje. C (4) bietet namic) die gweite 
Stelle mit folcher, durch) feine paraphrafierende Dendenz 
begriindeten, Whweidung (ftatt ψευδής als Pradifat zu 
λόγος 3u belajfen, macht er einen eigenen Sab: ov ψεύσῃ), 
Dap uns das Recht zu der Behaupiung abgebht, jeine 
Borlage habe das κενός vor ψευδὴς gehabt. Wir find 
fomit auf zwei Stellen angewiejen, und von diefen hat 
Die erjte, cine Auslaffung, ficherlic) nichts zu bedeuten. 
Das Bild, das in D gebraucht ijt, war, wie bereits 
Harnack bemerfte, eben ungewodhnlid, und deswegen lag 
e8 hier fiir den Fall von weiteren Bearbeitungen naber, 
Die Worte zu ftreicen als beizufiigen. Nicht wejeutlid) 
anders aber fteht e3 mit der dritten Stelle. 91{8 blofer 
erflarender Bujak fonnten die fraglicen Worte zum 
mindeften ebenjo leicht beigefegt als weggelaffen wer- 
Den, und fie find um jo weniger zu betonen, als fie in 
den beiden Sdyriften nicht einmal die gleicde Stellung 
haben. ὅν C hat daber, wie bisher aud) von jenem 
hejonnenen SKritifer angenommen wurde, D unbedingt 
al3 Ouelle 3u gelten. 

Aber auch fiir Καὶ liegt feine Notwendigfeit vor, 
eine andere Quelle anzunehmen. RKrawugdy (©. 551 
bis 57) vermift zwar mebrere Sage in D, welche in Καὶ 
ftehen, und wenn er auch bei einigen Stellen die Wn- 
nabme nicht ganz abtweijen will, dag dev Lert in K er- 
weitert, nidt in D vevfiirzt ijt, fo erfldrte er doc an 
einigen anderen den «οί von D mit gréperer Cnt- 
{chiedenheit fiir zweifelhaft. Die Worte, mit denen in 
K (13) die WAufforderung zum gerechien Michten beqriin- 
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det wird: ,,deun nicht Reicdhtum gilt bei dem GHerrn, 
denn nicht Witroen zteht er vor, aud) ligt nicht Sdin- 
Heit, jondern Gleichheit aller herrjdt bei ihm”, diefe 
Worte jollen, weil inhaltlich in den Zufammenhang be- 
jtens paffend, urjpriinglich, vom Berfaffer von D aber 
gefirichen worden jein, wenn thr Fehlen in D nicht etwa 
leichthin auf das Verjehen eines Wbjchreibers zuriicége- 
fiihrt werden wolle. Warum aber follen fie befeitigt 
worden fein? Wuf dtefe Frage wivd geantivortet: viel: 
{eit megen des rhythmijden, auf ein Gedidt als 
Orelle hinweijenden Klanges, dev dem BVerfajfer von Ὁ 
nicht zufagen modte. Dieje Begriindung wird aber 
jebwerlich alS guretdend gelten fonnen. Dem Verfafjer 
pou D wird ficderlich zu viel zugetraut, wenn man ibn 
eine Stelle aus dem angefiihrten Grund ftreichen aft. 
Der ,chythmijde Klang” ijt andererjeits ein ziemlid) be- 
ftimmter Wnibalispuntt fitr unjer Urteil; denn in den 
15 Parallelftellen, die uns zur Wiirdigung des frag- 
lichen Whfchnittes 3u Gebote ftehen, treffen wir nichts 
pou Ibhythmus und podetijder Ausihmitcung an, ἴοι: 
Dern nur furze und trodene Proja. Und wenn wir end- 
lid) ertwwagen, δα β der Berfafjer von Καὶ furz zuvor, wie 
auc) KRrawugdy zugiebt, eine gropere Suterpolation fid) 
evlaubte, mug fajt jeder Bweifel tiber den Charafter dev 
Stelle jdminden. Die fraglicdhen Bujadge in Καὶ bilden 
daber fein Hindernis, diefe Sdrift von D abzuleiten. 
Nur ift D nicht alS ihre alleinige Quelle zu betvadten. 
Da einige dev Zufdge auch in B ὦ finden, ift anzu- 
nebmen, dah dev Verfajjer von K auch den Barnabas- 
brief beniigte, ihn wenigftenS jo weit im Geddadtns 
hatte, dag er fic) bet Wbfajjung feiner RKompilation 
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an einigen Stellen durd) ihn beftimmen lich. Holgmann 
(S. 158 f.) findet e3 freilich jcdwer glaublich, dah der 
fo leichtfinnig arbeitende Rompilator — Καὶ 4 gleich B 
19, 2 dem Gebot der Gottesliebe die Worte beifiigend: 
καὶ δοξάσεις τὸν λυτρωσάμενόν σὲ ἐκ ϑανάτου — Hier 
forgjamjt beide Formen verglichen und ans der einen 
nadgetragen haben jollte, was im dev anderen feblte. 
Um aber diejen- und einige Ghuliche andere Bujage ju 
machen, bedurfte ὁ doch fchiwerlich einer forgfaltigen 
Vergleichung der Derte. C3 gentigte, den Barnabas- 
brief in eciniger Crinnerung 3u haben. 

Was endlich diefen felbft anlangt, fo joll jeine Un- 
_ abbangigfeit von D oder vielmehbr die Motwendigfeit, 
beide Schriften auf eine gemeinjame Grundfdrift zuriic- 
sufiihren, nad) Bratke daraus erbellen, dag er Stellen 
enthalte, in denen die Urjpriinglidfeit feines Tertes in 
die YAugen fpringe, wabrend umgefehrt nad anderen 
Stellen von feiner Priovitdt und Selbftdndigfeit nicht 
Die Rede fein finne, hier vielmehr D den urfpriinglicden 
Lert bewabhrt habe. ene Steilen jeien a) 19, 5 = ἢ 
Ptah oo aia ΟΣ τὸ; 19, OI1O— D 4. ς 
d) 19,12 = D4, 10. Man jehe aber nur die Stellen 
an, und man wird fic) bald iiberzeugen, dah an ibnen 
Die Urjpritnglidfeit fiir B feineswegs in die Augen 
jpringt. Gm Legten Fall berithren fich die Stellen nicht 
einmal; die eine oder die andeve Bahl mup auf einem 
Verjehen beruhen. Bm iibrigen ift fiir diefen Punkt auf 
die Erbrterung unter Nr. 1 zuritezuveriveifen. 

Die Vertesdifferenzen dev verfdhiedenen Befchreib- 
ungen der zwet Wege bieten jomit feinen Grund dar, 
fiir dieje cine unbefannte Quellenfcrift angunehmen. Daf 
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C von Ὁ ftammt, ijt, wie bereits bemerit wurde, fat 
einftimmig anerfannt. K tft zu regel- und planlos und 
zu reid) an unberechenbaren Zujagen und Wuslajjungen, 
um wettergehende Schlitije zu geftatten. B halt fic 
zwar mehr an den Zutreffenden Stojff. Das Sechriftitiic 
leidet aber an einer anderen Unregelmapigteit. Wabh- 
rend C u. K in der Mufetnanderfolge dev Sentenzen mit 
D iibereinftimmen, bat ἐδ diejer in bunter Wetle durd- 
einandergeworfen, weshalb ἐδ in der Frage nad) der 
Huellenfhrift ebenfalls mit groper Vorficht zu gebrau- 
chen {{{. 2 
Die unbefannte Grundjdrift joll indefjen nod anz 
Deve Gndizien fiir fic) haben. 1) Das Bitat aus der 
,OUrift”, das fic bet Klemens Ὁ. 31. findet, {θυ 
Bratte weiter aus, lajfe fic) nicht auf unjere Wpoftel- 
Lehre bezichen, da eS von deren Lert mehr abweide, 
αἴϑ bet der genanen Lertesreproduftion fremder Sdvif- 
ten feiten3 des AWlerandriners 3u erwarten jet. 2) 
Athanafius ἔδππε mit feiner Bemerfung im 39. δε}: 
brief ebenfallZ nicht unfere WXpoftellehre gemeint haben, 
da ev die Adayr) καλουμένη τῶν ἀποστόλων als ein 
Buch zum Unterricht der Katechumenen bezeichne, was 
jene nicht jet, dDa iby grifter Veil Anorduungen tiber 
Taujfe, AUbendmabhl, fonntdglicen Gottesdienft und Ver- 
fafjungSangelegenheiten enthalte. 3) Die Sticenangabe 
des Nicephorus lajje auf ein um ein Drittel fleineres 
Volumen jchliefen, als e8 unjere Wpojtellehre habe. 4) 
Das Fragment der Lateinijchen Ueberjegung, in der D 
1, 3—2, 1 feble, weije auf einen jehr altertiimlicden 
und urjprituglideren Lert hin, als ihn D biete. 5) 
Da Mtufin die Doctrina quae dicitur apostolorum an 
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eient anderen Orte Duae viae nenne, habe die ihm vor- 
Tiegende WApoftellehre nur den movralijden Teil von Ὁ 
unfaBt. 6) Wenn Cujebius und Pjeudocyprian von 
Apoftellehren im Plural rveden, fo riihre das davon her, 
Dap beide zwei Schriften fannten, von denen die aAltere 
den Vitel Adayn τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων, die jiingere 
den Vitel 4 κυρίου dia τ. ὃ. ἀ. τοῖς ἔϑνεσιν fiihrte, 
oder aber, was τραθυϊ εἰ πίον fei, dak beide das Be- 
wubipin bewahrt haben, unfjere heutige Didache jei dic 
Niedafion aus einer alten Ouellenfdrift und einem 
jpdterea Supplement. 7) Achnlid) erflaren fic die 
»sweiter Verordnungen” im Grendusfragment nur dann 
natirliy, wenn man annehme, daf mit thnen die sweite 
Redatton dev Wpoftellehre gemeint fei, wahrend die 
,erjten Berorduungen” von der urjpriingliden WApoftel- 
fehre zuverftehen jeien. 

Unefangen gewiirdigt fiihren un$ aber auch diefe 
Moment nicdt θεν D Hinaus 3u einer unbefannten 
Quellenjerijt. Was vor allem den erften Punkt an- 
fangt, joift e3 richtig, daB Klemens fremde Schriften 
im allgewinen jehr genau reproduziert. Wher immer 
find jeineCitate feineSweg3 wortlid) getren. Man ver- 
gleiche 3. 3. feine Citate aus dem Barnabasbrief 2, 2; 
16, 8; 21,5. 6. Sd verweije ferner auf Strom. I, 
Ὁ Ξ Gen. 34,11. 4.,Strom:: [1 ῦ 10; ΟἿ 
p- 480 = ‘um. 15, 30. Un der legten Stelle weicht Kle- 
mens vom ‘erte der Hl. Schrift ahulich ab, wie Strom. I, 
20, 100 p. 77 von D3, 5. C3 fann daber nidt leicht 
einem Biwerl unterliegen, dab ev unjere Apoftellehre 
faunte, undrie Richtigfeit diejer Wnnahme diirfte wohl 
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aud) dDurd) die von Bratfe in Wusficht geftellte Whhano- 
lung nicht in Frage geftellt werden. 

Qyudemt id) auf die folgenden Buntte tibergehe, ev- 
fenne id) unbedingt an, dab die Stichenbezeicnung des 
Nicephorus nicht auf unfere ganze Schrift pabt. Wenn 
Dem aber auch fo ift, jo fprict andererfeits alle Wabhr- 
{cheinlichfeit dafiir, dab die WAngabe auf cinen Dei un- 
fever Schrift und nicht etiwa eine andere Rezenfim 21: 
beztehen tft. Wenn wir πᾶπι die Stidenangabn des 
Nicephorus bet den Briefen de Barnabas und Kemens 
mit feiner Wngabe ither dite Wpoftellehre vergleiden, fo 
finden wir, dak dieje auf οἷο fechS erjten RKapiel der 
Schrift fich bezieht. Diefer Veil ift aber gerale der- 
jenige, Der im Sutereffe deS Katedhumenenuntrricdtes 
und aus anderen Griinden leicht fiir fic) alled abge- 
{ehrieben werden fonnte, und bet diejem Sachvebalt ift 
su fdlieben, dah Nicephorus eben nur ein Letl der 
Schrift vorlag. BUehnlich verhalt ἐδ fic mit den Wn- 
gaben von Athanafius und Mufin, vorausgejbt, was 
aber jehr zweifelhaft ijt, dag die Duae via mit der 
UWpoftellehre identijc find. 

Was die beiden lebten Puntte anlangt, jo tft die 
«ρος, der Ouellenjchrift den bezitglidhen Wioren dod) 
mehr aufgedrangt αἴ ihren Worten entuonten. Bon 
Dem Grendusfragment braudt gar nicht werr geredet 
zu werden, da, von der Deutung Bratfes sanz abge- 
fehen, die Beziehung des Sebhriftitiices auf ite Wpoftel- 
lehre allzu fraglid) iff. Die Bezeidhnung der Sdyrift 
aber durch Cufebius und Pfeudocyprian im Lural diirjte 
fic) zur Gentige aus ihrem Charafter evdren. Die 
Apoftellehre ftellt fic) ja in der Bhat ebeo als eine 
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Rieihe von Lehren wie als eine Lehre dar. Cher hatte 
von Bratfe auf den Mangel an genaner Uebereinjtim- 
mung Zwijden dem Citat bei Pjeudocyprian und D bine 
gewiejen werden fonnen. Die Differenz wurde in der 
Chat mehrfad) von anderen betont. Dabei wurde aber 
ftetS iiberjehen, was zuerjt hatte ins Wuge gefabt werden 
jollen, δα β Bjeudocyprian auch jonft in feinen Citaten nicht 
genauer tft. Man vergleice nur De aleatoribus 4 mit 
Den Bricfen de$ WApoftelS Vaulus an Timotheus, u. De 
aleat. 10 mit I. Sob. 5, 18. 20. 

Su dem Fragment der Cateinijcden Ueberjesung liegt 
uns allerdings cin ztemlich abweichender Lert vor, und 
Daraus erbellt, dak wenigftens im Wbhendland eine zweite 
Fiezenfion dev WApoftellehre in Umlauf war. Wber als 
urjpriinglice oder Quellenfdvift fann diefelbe allem nach 
nicht in Betracht fommen. Denn daf dev lateinifde Gert 
fiirzer ift als D, dab er inSbefondere D 1, 8—2Z,1 nidt 
enthalt, beweist noch nichts fiir feine Briovitdt. Die 
Bujabe, die evr am Anfang gegen D, C und Καὶ und im 
Cinflang mit B hat, weifen im Gegenteil entidieden auf 
eine jpdtere Bearbeitung hin. Zudem tft das erhaltene 
Bruchftiice jo flein, dak auf dasjelbe nicht viel zu 
bauen ift. 

Noch weniger endlich αἵ die Dertesdifferenzen und 
Die duferen Zeugnifje fiilhren unS die inneren Griinde 
zu einer unbefannten Grundjdrift. Bratke fpridt von 
Widerjprithen (1, 3—5: 1, 6; 1, 8 : 2,1) und Wieder- 
holungen (1, 3—6: 4, 5—9; 15, 3. 4). Was er aber 
in Diefer Beziehung vorbringt, wird im nachften Whjdnitte 
feine Erledigung finden, und fomit befcranfe td) mich Hier 
auf eine GErwiderung auf den dvitten Punkt, CS wird 
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betont, dag Griinde fiir Wegypten als Heimat dev Schrift 
jprechen, wabrend andere Elemente dieje Herfunft jo gut 
wie ausfclieBen. Was folgt aber daraus? Raumt man 
aud) ein, da die Crwahnung von Bergen 9, 4 mit dem 
Urjprung der Schrift in Aegypten nidt 3u vereinbaren 
ift, ijt Denn aus dem Umitand, δα Β die Schrift mehr von 
Negyptiern αἵδ᾽ von anderen Kirchenviatern beniigt wurde, 
jofort auf Wbfaffung in Wegypten zu jehlieBen? Sdliept 
denn ihr Urfprung an einem andern Ort etwwa ihre hau- 
figere Beniigung und Cradhnung in Wegypten aus? Haben 
wir nidt aud) fiir den Gebraud des Klemensbriefes in 
Wegypten dte ausfiihrlidften Nachridten? Und doch wurde 
ev, wie befannt ift, nicht dort gefdrieben. 

4) Wenn unjere Apoftellehre als Originaljchrift und 
alg Quelle der anderen Regzenfionen der Lehre von den 
beiden Wegen gelten fann, jo evhebt fic) nocd) weiter die 
Brage, ob fie aud) im wefentlichen unverjehrt auf uns 
fam, oder ob jie nicht vielleicht erheblide Suterpolationen 
erfubr ? 

€3 wurde frithzeitiq bemerft, dag D1, 3—2, lin 
Drei von den vier Dofumenten., in denen auper D die 
Befcdreibung dev swei Wege aus dem WAltertum auf uns 
gelangt tft, feblt, und man bat daraus teils auf die 
Unedhtheit jenes Wbjdhnittes, teils auf das Vorhanden- 
jein verfdhiedener Rezenfionen von D gefdlojjen. Der 
Bunkt fordert zu ernftlidher Priifung auf. D und Ὁ, 
welche den 9.0] εἶ haben, ftehen B, K und L gegen — 
liber al3 den Mbjdhnitt nicht tennend. Dod) ift jchwer- 
lich fofort cin Schlub auf Unechtheit oder Buterpolation 
zu Zteben. 

Man mag zwar den Crflavungsverjud) Gebharodts 
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(erte und Unterf. Π, 1 GS. 281 7.) etwas beanjtanden, 
dah an dev betreffenden Stelle fdon frithe ein Blatt 
ausgefallen und fo eine Wnzahl lLiicenhafter Cremplare 
in Umlauf gefommen fei. Denn wenn dev Ausjall eines 
Blattes an fic) als mbglicd 3u gelten hat, jo unterliegt 
Die Aunahme doch im vorliegenden Fall cinigen Bedenten. 
(8. ift nadmlid) nicht blof vorauszujeben, dab D mit an- 
Deven Sdyriften zu Cinem Bande vereinigt war, eine Vor- 
ausjebung, gegen die bei dem gervingen Umfang der Schrift 
nicht viel einzumwenden ift, fondern eS muf nod) weiter 
augenommen werden, dab D in dem betreffenden Creme 
plar auf dem Verjo eines Blattes eta in der Mitte 
aufing, jo Daf der Meft dicfes Blattes die Unfangsfage, 
Das folgende Blatt aber gerade den fraglichen Mbjchnitt 
Der Wypoftellehre umjafte. Wuch das Fann natiirlicd jo 
gewejen jet. Gndem wir aber fo eine Mtdglicfeit zu 
Der anderen Hingzunehmen miijjen, wird die Gade ziem- 
lid) unwabhrjdeinlich, und die Erflarung mag nicht ganz 
befriedigen. Aber αἄπρ ὦ ijt die Erflarung doch nidht 
zu verwerfen. Budem bietet fic) noch eine andere dav. 

Die Annahme, dah der Wbfdnitt von den Verfafjern 
dev fraglichen Dofumente einfach) ausgelafjen wurde, ift 
nidt fo ungulaffig, als vielfac bebauptet wird. Bei B 
und Καὶ fann das Verfahren nicht bejonders befremoden. 
Gie find auch fonft tiber betrachtlidhe Sttide in D bin- 
weggegangen, B itber 3, 1—6, Καὶ θεν 4, 9—14, ferner 
liber den ganzen Todesweg, und lesterer verfubr fo, ob- 
wobl ev im Anfang ieiner Sdyrift von zwei Wegen jpridt. 
Anders fteht e3 allerdings bei L, defjen Arbeit jich als 
Ueberjebung darjtellt und in dev fomit die Aufnahme des 
Wbjchnittes mit Grund ὦ erwarten lapt. Und dod 
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diirfte auch ev noch nicht imftande fein, eine wirfliche Ent- 
jGheidung gegen die Cdhtheit des Wbfchnittes 3u geben. 
Denn einmal ijt L nicht blof Ueberfeger, jondern 3u- 
gleich Bearbeiter, wie verfdhiedene Bujage (und wabr- 
Το ὦ aud) die Wuslaffungen) anzeigen. CGodann ijt 
L uns 3u wenig befannt, wir haben von ihm nur ein 
aragment von folder Ktirze, DaB thm in diefer Frage 
jdhwerlid) eine ausjdlaggebende Bedeutung zuzuerfennen 
ift. Die Cchtheit des fraglichen Wbfdhnittes ijt fomit 
und) immer nicht ausgejdhloffen, und fie ijt um fo we- 
niger aufzugeben, al der Wbjdnitt die alteften Beugen 
flir fic) bat, nicht bloh die apoftolijchen Konjtitutionen, 
fondern auc) wabrideinlic) Klemens von Wlerandvien, 
jedenfalls Hermas, jo δα Β ev bis in die erjte Halfte des 
2. Sabrhunderts zuriiczuverfolgen ift. Gu Hinfidht auf 
die dupere Bezeugung ift der Whjdhnitt daher aufrecht zu 
erhalten. 

Wie fteht ἐδ nun mit den inneren Griinden ? Sprecen 
fie, wie Warfield in jeiner tibrigens fehr gelehrten und 
beachtensiwerten Vunterjuchung tiber Text, Sources and 
Contents of »The Two Waysx« or First Section of the 
Didache (Bibliotheca Sacra 1886, 100—161) behauptet, 
jo ent}dieden fiir die Unechtheit, dab mwentg oder gar 
fein Bweifel in der Sache bleibt? Bergegenwartigen 
wir uns, bevor wir zur Pritfung derjelben fdreiten, den 
Gedankengang de$ Wbjchnittes. Nachdem 1, 2 die Ge- 
Dote der Gottes- und der Méachftenlicbe jowie dte fog. 
goldene Negel oder das Gebot angefithrt worden, dem 
Naichften nicht 3u than, was man fid) jelbjt nicht zugefiigt 
wiffen wolle, fFommen die Worte: ,, die Lehre diejer Worte 
aber ijt Diefe”, und auf dieje Unélindigung folgt eine 
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Reihe von Voliommenheitsipriidhen, zulebt das Gebot, 
allen Bittenden zu geben, mit Anfiilhrung eines Wortes 
aus einer unbefannten Schrift, das wieder eine Cin- 
{cbrantung jener unbefdhrantten ΠῚ des WAlmofjengebens 
enthalt. Dann Heit e3 2, 1: Δευτέρα δὲ ἐντολὴ τῆς 
διδαχῆς, und an dieje Worte reihen fic) die Gebote, nicht 
zu toten, nicht 3u ehebredhen, iiberhaupt die weitere Dar- 
ftellung deS Weges des Lebens. 

(δ wird hienacdh zweimal eine Erfldrung und Wns: 
flibrung angefiindigt, und da die Wusfiihrung der An- 
fiindigung nicht 3u entjpreden jdeint, glaubte man die 
Stelle al eine Gnterpolation verwerfen zu follen. Man 
madte geltend, alS das ,3mweite Gebot der Lehre” jet 
zweifellos das Gebot der Machftenlicbe 21: faffen. Nach 
Dev Ankindiquig ware demgemagk eine Eutwicdlung diefes 
GeboteS zu erwwarten. Wher nicht alles, was folge, be- 
treffe die Madyjtenliebe; mehrerve der Gentengzen beziehen 
Π ὦ auf das Verhaltnis des Mtenfcen zu Gott und fid 
felbjt. Das fet aber nicht das einziq Wuffallende. Cet 
Das ,,zweite Gebot der Lehre“ von der Madftenliebe zu 
verftehen; fo miiffe die entfprecdende friihere Stelle: οἷς 
Lehre diejer Worte aber ijt dieje”, auf das erfte Gebot oder 
οἷο Gottesliche hezogen werden. Dieje Beztehung fei 
aber nad) der Stellung der Worte nicht πιδα ὦ, und in 
der Ghat fet nach der Anklindigung nicht, wie man dod) 
erwarten follte, die Gotteslicbe, jondern vielmehr die 
Nachftenliebe entwidelt. C3 Liege jomit eine unerirag- 
fiche Sufongruenz vor, und dieje werde auc) dadurd) nidt 
gehoben, daB man mit Bryennius 1, 3—6 als Gebot, 
das Gute zu thun, c. 2—4 aber als Gebot, das Bdje 
au meiden, fafje, da in dem siveiten Whfchnitt nicht blof 
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Verbote gegeben, joudern auch fittlidhe Pflidchten pofitiver 
Wrt eingejcharft werden. Yudeffen widerjtrebe der YWb- 
ΤΠ nicht bloB einer Cinvethung in den Gedanfengang 
Der Ayoftellehre, jondern er wiederhole aud) einen Ge- 
genftand, der bereits feinen ganz rictigen Blak in der 
Sadrift habe, und er thue dies, nidt ohne in Widerjprud 
mit jic) felbjt 32 fommen. Die pofitiven Gebote der 
Siebe haben einen paffenden Plag in 4, 5—8, in der 
Mitte der Abteilung, die den pofitiven Pflichten des We- 
geS dDeS Lebens gewidmet fet, und die von den PBflichten 
dDeS Menfchen gegen fic) jelbft (8, 7—10), gegen die 
Kirche (4, 1—4), gegen den Wrmen (4, 5—8) und gegen 
die Familte (4, 9—11) handle, wabrend fie 1, 5—8 
nidt blog am unredjten Orte ftehen, jondern aud) we- 
niger gut augsgedritdt feien. Der Wbfchnitt fet ferner 
pon dem tibrigen Teil der Schrift auch ftilijtijc ver- 
{chieden, und wenn man endlich ermage, dab nad) jetner 
Wusjdheidung die Orvdnung eine firenge, logifche und fogar 
icine werde, jo fdnne das Urteil θοῦ denfjelben nicht 
sweifelhaft fein (Warfield 1. ὁ. p. 115—119). 

Die Griinde erjdeinen auf den erften Wnblice als 
fehr gewidhtig, und ich verbeble nicht, dag fie eine Bett 
fang auf mich grofen Cindrud madhten. Bu der That, 
wenn οὃ fice ganz fo verhalt, αἵδ᾽ die vorftehenden Wr- 
gumente bejagen, dann ijt die Gchtheit des Wbidhnittes 
{ehwerlich 3u behaupten. Allein dieje Vorausfegung tvrifft 
eben nicht 3u. Die Apoftellehre ijt nidt notwendig in 
Die angefithrten Schablonen zu prejjen. Dap dte zmweite 
Ginteilung: thue das Gute und meide das Boje, nicht 
notwendig tft, braucht nicht weiter bewiejen zu werden. 
Wher auch die erfte ijt nicht notwendig; m. a. W., das 
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δευτέρα ἐντολὴ τῆς διδαχῆς — denn um diejen Puntt 
dreht fic) die Frage — ift nicht notwendig vom Gebot 
Der MNachftenlicbe zu verftehen, obwohl eS bisher faft 
allgemein jo genommen wurde. Wie jdon Bryennius 
in feiner Wusgabe (GS. 10) bemerfte, Lafjen fich die 
Worte in dem Sinn auf die analogen friiheren beziehen, 
dag fie eine Fortlebung der durch fie angefiindig: 
ten Lehre bedeuten. Demgemap ift nidt jo fajt 3u 
liberjegen: ,,da8 z1weite”, als cin aweites Gebot ver 
Lehre”. Und dah dieje Deutung zuldjfiq ift, zeigt noch 
weiter ein Blick auf die Quelle unjerer Stelle, die frei- 
fic) bisher von wiemand beadhtet wurde. Wie jchou oben 
(©. 287) angedeutet murde, ift Hier offendar auf Matth. 
19, 16 ff. Bezug genommen. Dort bezetdhuct dev Herr 
al3 Mittel, im das Leben einzugehen, das Halten der 
Gebote: ov φονεύσεις, ov μοιχδύσεις u. ἧ. Ὁ. Su der 
hl. Schrift beginnt aljo eine Befcreibung des Weges 
deS Lebens ganz mit den gleichen Worten, wie hier, 
und diefes Bujammentreffen ijt nicht blop entjdhetdend 
fiir den Sinn der fraglicen Worte, jondern eS giebt 
auch cinen Grund an, der den VBerjafjer beftimmen 
fonnte, e3 nicht bet der εἴποι. WUnliindiqungsformel : 
τούτων δὲ τῶν λόγων ἡ διδαχή ἐστιν αὕτη, bewenden 
ὅτι Lajjen, jondern noch eine siveite angubringen, die Er- 
flavung der drei befannten Gebote m. a. W. nicht in 
einer ununterbrocdenen Reihenfolge zu bringen. Der Ge- 
Danfengang tft Demgemadf folgender. Gudem der Ver- 
fafjer zur Crflarung, zur Auseinanderjepung der δεδαχή 
dex 1,2 angefiihrten drei Hauptgebote fchreitet, teilt ev 
in erfter Linie einige Gentenzen aus der Bergpredigt 
mit; im 3weiter Vinie greift er dann auf den Defalog, 
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bezw. auf die Befchreibung des Lebensweges Matth. 
19, 16 ff. zuriice und teilt er tiberhaupt alle weiteren 
Lehren mit, die thm den Weg des Lebens zu begriinden 
jdheinen. Dah die Vollfommenbheits}priidhe den Geboten 
de$ Delaloges vorangehen, das mag, wie Taylor her- 
vorhob, uns als eine nidt ganz entipredende Orduung 
erfceinen. Die umgefehrte Stellung ware fachgemager, 
fofern die Befolguug der Gebote de$ Defaloges fiir die 
Erjiilting dev Hdheren Gebote der Bergpredigt die Vor- 
ausfegung bildet. Dap aber jene Ordnung gar nicht 
befolgt werden founte, wird fich jdwerlid) behaupten 
fafjen. Won allem andern abgejehen, wtirde jonft aud) 
wohl ein Suterpolator den Vollfommenbheits{priicen einen 
anderen Blag in der Wpoftellehre angewwiejen haben. 
Sm Gegenteil, da die jog. goldene Regel, wenn auch in 
etivas verduderter Fafjung, einen Beftandteil der Berge 
predigt bildet, jo fegte eS fich fiir einen chriftliden Wutor 
siemlid) nabe, dieje jofort aud) zur Erflarung heranzu- 
atehen. 

Gin Grund, aus dem die Urjpriinglicfeit von 
D1,3— 2,1 fidh nicht behaupten Lafjen jolle, ijt dem- 
πα binfallig, und zwar der Hauptgrund. Die andern 
Puntte fallen weniger ins Gewicht. Die doppelte Be- 
handlung der Pflicht des Wlmojengebens dtivfte einer 
Redhtfertigung dod) nicht fo gar jcwer fahig fein. An 
dem einen Orte (1, 5) ijt die Behandlung unmittelbar 
durc) den Bujammenhang angezeigt. Die Bergpredigt 
enthalt wie die Spritche 1, 83—4 jo aud den Sprud) 
1, 5, und die WMufnahme de$ legteren nad) 1, 3—4 fann 
Daher fein befonderes Befremden erregen. Dap aber 
Der Wutor fic) bet der erjten Crorterung nicht begniigte, 
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fondern jpdter nocd) einmal auf die Sade juriicfam, 
Diirfte ebenfall3 nicht unerfldrlid) fein. Geben wir 1,5 
ndber an, fo finden wir, dak an diejer Stelle im ganzen 
nur der Sag begriindet wird: παντὶ τῷ αἰτοῦντί oe δίδου. 
€3 wird nur gezeigt, Dak man, und siwar allen, 3u 
geben habe. Weiteres wird iiber die Pflidsht des AL 
mojergebens zunddjt nidt gejagt, und bet diefem Gach- 
verhalt faun eS gewif nidt auffallen, wenn auf den 
Gegenftand noch einmal zuriicigegriffen wird. Gs Lapt 
jid) nur etiva fagen, der Verfajjer hatte den Puntt auf 
etnmal voll und ganz erdrtern jollen. Man hat aber 
aud allen Grund zu erwidern, dap der Punkt 1,5 ge- 
nau jo weit bebandelt ift, alS e3 dort durch den ganjzen 
WAbjechnitt angezeigt war, und dak die weitere Crbrterung 
Daher mit Mecdht fiir cinen anderen Ort vorbehalten 
wurde. 

Was endlich den Widerfprud betvifft, der swifchen 
1,5 und 1,6 bejteht, indem dort betont wird, δαβ jedem 
Bittenden gegeben werden jolle, wabhrend Hier ein fonft 
unbefanntes Diftum angefiihrt wird, nach dem man mit 
dem Geben warten jolle, bis man wiffe, wem man 
gebe, jo ijt ev nicht fo bedeutend, αἵ δαβ der WAbjchnitt 
um jeinetwillen fiir unecht erfldrt werden finnte. Cin- 
mal ift ev fein ganz auSgejprodener, jofern in der 3iwet- 
ten Stelle nicht ausdriidlid) gejagt wird, daB man eint- 
gen allenfalls aud) nicht geben folle. SGodann liegt er 
nidt in den eigenen Worten des Wutors, jondern er 
wird durch) WAnfiihrung der Worte eines Dritten veran- 
. fapt, die mit der Wusfiihrung deS Verfafjers, bezw. 
einem von ihm gebrauchten Sdriftwort fid) nidt ganz 
Decfen. Unter DdDiejen Umftdnden labt die Gnfongruenz 
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eine Leichtere Beurteilung zu, und fie ift um jo weniger 
3u betonen, alS fie jedenfallS den Vert Cines Wutors 
betvifft, fet nun dicler der Verfafjer der Apoftellehre 
oder der Guterpolator, nidt aber die Verte von zwei 
verjchiedenen Perjonen. 

Der Stand der Frage ift aljo furz folgender. Die 
inneren Griinde, welde die Suterpolation des Abfchnittes 
fajt zweifellos machen follen, lifen fich bei naherer Wiir- 
digung in nichts auf. Die grofen Sdchwierigfeiten, 
welde der itberlieferte Dert der Crflarung bieten Το], 
find in Wahrheit nicht vorhanden. Die duferen Zeugen 
find, wie aud) Warfield anerfennt, cher fiir die Cdtheit 
al$ Unechtheit der Stelle. Demnacd hat der Wbfchnitt 
al3 urjpriiuglich und nicht als die Zuthat eines Quter- 
polators zu gelten. 

(Sortjepung im nachften Heft.) 


Sur Wpojtellehre und apojtolifden Kirdhenordnung. 


Von Prof. Dr. Funt. 

5. Hat Suftin die Wpoftellehre gefaunt? Die Frage 
wurde durch) Bahn in der Beitidrift fiir Kirdengejdidte 
VIII (1885), 66—84 erértert und auf Grund von Apol. 
I, 61, bez. einer bier angebracten Lertesemendation 
bejabend entfdieden. Bet Beidhreibung der Taufe fiihrt 
Der Apologete dort namlid) zur VBegriindung ihrer Mot- 
wendigteit, Wirkjamécit und fittlichen Bedingtheit su- 
πᾶς das Wort deS Herrm Goh. 3, 3—5 und die 
Worte des Propheten Jejaias 1, 16—20 an. Darauf 
folgen dic Worte: xai λόγον dé εἰς τοῦτο παρὰ τῶν 
ἀποστόλων ἐμάϑομεν τοῦτον, und an fie febte Zahn vor 
allem das Mtejjer der Kriti— an, um dann aus der Stelle 
Die KRenntnis der WApoftellehre feitenS Yuftins zu εὐ Το: 
fen. Die Stelle, meint er, finne nidt anders verftan: 
Den werden, denn αἱ Cinfiihrung eines nun folgenden 
Wortes, fet e3 nun eines wortliden Citates aus einer 
apoftolijchen Schrift, oder einer freien Wiedergabe der 
Gedanfen εἶπον folchen, oder ciner nur πα πο ὦ fortge- 
pflanzten apoftolijden Paradojis; e3 folge aber nidt, 
was der Hierdurd) erregten Crwartung entfprecbe; der 
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liberlieferte Fert finne aljo nicht richtig jein, und gegen 
eine ettwaige Xenderung fei um jo weniger cinzuwenden, 
al der Vert nur auf Cinem Beugen beruhe und die 
Cine Handjdrift nicht wenige Fehler aufweije, τοῖς 
Denn Otto in dem fragliden Rapitel allein an wei 
Stellen gedndert habe; das Sdhlufwort, das τοῦτον fei 
alS unertrdglid) auszuftofen, und der λόγος , Den die 
Chriften δορί αὐ der Taufe nad) der nun gereinigten 
Stelle von den WApofteln erhalten hatten, fei nichts ande- 
τοῦ alS die Wpoftellehre; eine miinolide Ucberlieferung 
fei nicht anzunebmen, da nach den neueren Entdecungen 
Das gejdricbene Wort im der alten Kirche eine viel 
qripere Rolle jpielte, als man frither anzunehmen geneigt 
gewejen jet, da οὃ nadpweislich feine mitndliche Ueber- 
lieferung des Yubhaltes gegeben, dak die Apoftel die 
etuzeluen Formen de8 ἔν λοι Taufritus angeordnet 
haben, und da der von Guftin felbjt gewablte Wusdrucd 
einer derartigen Annahme nicht gitnftig fet. 

Die BVBeweisfiihrung zeugt zwar von dem groken 
Scharffinn, den wir an den Arbeiten Sahns gewshut 
jind; aber fie unterliegt Doc. manden ernften Bedenfen. 
Was namentlic) den Llegten Punkt anlangt, jo hat man 
allen Grund zu fragen, ob denn Guftin, wenn er unter 
λόγος eine Schrift und nicht eine miindlide Ueberlieferung 
verftanden wifjen wollte, nicht παρειλήφαμεν oder etwas 
Wehuliches eher gefegt hatte αἵ euatouer. Doch id 
will auf Dderartige untergeordnete Puntte nicht weiter 
eingeben, da meines Eradtens die Vorausfebung 1115 
richtig ijt, von der Bahn ausgeht. Die bisherige Ueber- 
jegung der fraglicen Worte foll ,cinfad) falfd” fein. 
Sd finde das feineSwegs. Daf εἰς ftatt περὶ oder des 
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blofen Genetivs gebraudt ijt, darf bet einem Schrift: 
᾿ς fteller wie Suftin dod nicht allzujehr verwundern, um 
jo weniger, al das εἰς τοῦτο itiberhaupt eine beliebte 
Phraje bet ihm ift (vgl. Apol. I, 35. 39. 44. 50. 51. 
52. 55), und wenn e8 je fo wire, jo twiirde e8 fich eben 
nod) weiter fragen, ob die WAenderung nicht an diefem 
Punkt einzutreten hatte. Wuch erfdheint das Folgende 
mit Dem Gage feineSwegs fo ganz unvereinbar, vie 
Zahn behauptet, wenn man nur nicht von der Voraus- 
febung ausgeht, dag alles und felbjt woirtlic) in den 
Schriften der Wpoftel zu finden fein mitfje, eine Voraus- 
jebung, dite itberhaupt nidjt vorjcpnell gu maden ijt, 
und die bet Suftin um fo weniger gered)tfertigt erjdeint, 
wenn man in Betracht zieht, wie fret oder nadhlaffig er 
felbjt da verfabrt, wo er ausdritdlic) ein Schriftwort 
anfiindigt. ©8 fet nur auf Apol. I, 52 veriwiejen, wo 
Der Apologete eine Weisjagung von Zacharias anfitndigt, 
Den Worten diejes Propheten aber auch Worte von Ge- 
faias und eigene beifiigt, jowie auf Apol. 1, 35. 51, wo 
er Worte von Sophonias und Jeremias anfiindigt, that- 
Ἰά ὦ aber jolche von Zacharias und Daniel anfiihrt. 

Wenn aber dev Beweis fiir die Kenntnis der Apoftel- 
Cehre jeiten3 Suftins durd Babu nidt erbracht wurde, 
fo diivfte Bahn dod) in der Sache felbft recht haben. 
Der Apologete Hat in der Bhat die Wypoftellehre gefannt, 
wie ὦ aus Nachftehendem ergiebt. 

Um die fittlidhe Ueberlegenheit des Chriftentums 
liber das Heidentum 3u beweifen, [τι Suftin c. 15—17 
eine Reihe von WAusfpriichen Chrifti an, und diefe find 
jo ausgewablt, daffy der Wbjchnitt fic) nabe mit dem 
erften Rapitel der Wpoftellehre berithrt. Das Zujammen- 
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treffen ift fdwerlid) ganz zufallig. Dod) diirfte e3 wobl 
faum bejonders betont werden, wenn dazu nidt nocd 
ein ganz befonderer Grund vorhanden ware. Wie dte 
Apoftellehre, jo bringt auch Sujftin c. 16 das _,erfte Gez 
bot”. Die Stellen zeigen zwar im grofen und ganzen 
gevinge Uebereinftimmung. Das Citat Juftins enthalt 
nicht nur einerjett3 die biblifchen Worte ναι deinem 
ganzen Herzen und aus deiner ganzen Kraft", die in 
der Apoftellehre fehlen, jondern e3 wird die betreffende 
Sehriftftelle mit der analogen Matth. 4, 10 verquict, 
bez. mit dem Worte de$ Herrnm an den Satan: ,Du 
jollft den Herrvn deinen Gott anbeten und ihm allein 
dienen”, fo dak das Gebot bet dem Apologeten in einer 
ganz eigenartigen Faffung erjdeint. Wber bei aller Ver- 
Jchiedenheit zeigt fid) andererfeits eine δ] bedeutjame 
Uebereinftimmung. Guftin fdlieBt das Citat, indem er 
die Anfangsworte κύριον τὸν ϑεὸν wiederholt, und zwar 
mit dem Beifak: τὸν ποιήσαντα σε. Wie ift diefer 
Beijag zu erfldren?. Semijch nennt ihn, wie Otto Zu 
dev Stelle bemerft, cinen eingedrungenen unbiblifden 
Bujak, der dem Zorneifer Guftins itber die Behauptung 
deS Gnoftizismus feinen Urjprung verdanfe, dak der 
Gott des Chriftentums ein anderer al8 der iwelt}dhipferi- 
jhe Sudengott fei, wie das ὁ ποιήσας τὰ πάντα im 
nddften Citat nod) weiter andeute. Die Worte waren 
pormals nicht leit anders 3u ertldren. Geitdem aber 
die WAypoftellehre befannt ijt, fteht die Sache anders, und 
wie mir fdeint, braudt man mur an da8 ἀγαπήσεις τον 
ϑεὸν τὸν ποιήσαντα oe in jener Schrift 3u erinnern, um 
in ifnen die Quelle des fragliden ,unbiblijden Bujages” 
zu finden und eben damit 3u erfennen, δαβ Suftin die 


Bur Apojtellehre. 359 


Apoftellehre getannt habe. WAllerdings finden fic) die 
Worte aud) im Barnabasbrief (19, 2). Wber bei Suftin 
ftammen fie ohne Sweifel nicht aus diefem. Wor allem 
find fie jdhon deswegen mit griferer Wabhricheinlidfcit 
auf die Apoftellehre zuriicdszufiibren, weil diefe Schrift 
bei ihrer Veftimmung fiir den Katedhumenenuntervidt und 
ihrem Gebraud) bei der Taufe weit mehr befannt fein 
mute αἵδ᾽ der Barnabasbricf. Dazu fommt, dab, wie 
wir gefehen, Suftin in dem fraglichen Wbfchnitt auc 
jonft fid) einigermafen mit der Apoftellehre berithrt. 
Endlic) weist die Stellung dev Worte mehr auf diefe 
al3 die andere Schrift hin, da Barnabas ndherhin cov 
σὲ ποιήσαντα j\crieb. 

6. Lag die uns befannte Lateinijdhe Bearbeitung 
bereits αἰαῖ vor? Gebhardt fiihrte alg Momente, 
welde fiir Bejahung der Frage fpreden, an, dah Lactang 
Divin. Instit. VI, 3 in Werbindung mit den beiden 
Wegen von den beiden Fiihrern handelt, und an dem- 
felben Ort, wo er Ddiefer gedenft, die beiden Wege durch 
Herbeiziehung δε Gegenfages von Licht und Schatten 
chavaftevifiert, zwet Buntte, dte fic) in dem [ateinifden 
Hragment ebenfallZ finden. Bal. Harnad, die Lehre ὃ. 
4:0. Wp. ©. 285 f. Gr radumte zwar ein, dak das 
Zujammentreffen Zufall jein fonne, glaubt aber, δαβ e3 - 
immerbin Beadhtung und ernftlide Crwagung verdiene. 

Den Puntten fann noch cin weiterer beigefitgt werden. 
Hpit. c. 64 fommt YLactanz auf die Gebote zu fprecen 
und erivdbut: non occidere, non adulterare, non falsum 
testimonium dicere, non adulari. ft δα bei dem be- 
fannten Slug unjeres Fraqmentes nicht auffallend? Und 
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wird die Wabhrjdecinlidhfeit, die Gebhardt gewonnen 
3u haben glaubte, durd) den Punkt nidt verftartt 2 
TXrogdem wage id) die Kenntnis unjeres Lateinijder 
Dertes feitenS des Lactanz nicht zu bejahen, und in 
Diefer Burtikhaltung beftimmt mid Hauptiadlid) der 
Umnftand, dak das Zujammentreffen besiiglich der beiden 
erften PBuntte nicht fo ftarf und nicht jo auffallend ijt, 
alg Gebhardt meinte. Lactanz wurde nadmlicd, wie er 
mit den Worten: has igitur vias longe aliter induci- 
mus, quam a philosophis induci solent, jelbft deutlid) 
zu verftehen giebt, durch die heidnifche Lehre veranlaft, 
von den Fiihrern zu reden, und da er al8 Flihrer zum 
Himmel nicht einen Engel, fondern vielmehr Gott be- 
zetcynet, fo wird eS jehr zweifelhaft, ob ev in diejem 
Puntte von der Lateinifchen AXpoftellehre beftimmt wurde. 
Uehulid) verhalt e3 fic) mit der Rede von Licht und 
infternt3. Diefelbe wurde veranlaft durd) die Polemif 
gegen die Alten, welche den Lauf de3 menjdliden Lebens 
oder die gwet Wege mit dem Budhftaben Y verglicden, 
eine Vergleichung, der gegeniiber bemertt wird, die Wege 
feten vtelmehr dem Aufgang und dem Untergang Zuge- 
febrt, und wer den einen ecinjdlage, werde ewiges Licht 
erlangen; wer aber von dem bifen Fiibhrer verleitet die 
after den Tugenden vorziehe, werde ad occasum et 
tenebras verjtofen werden. Sn beiden Fallen bildet 
alfo cine nichtdriftliche Lehre den Ausgangspunkt zu der 
Beriihrung mit der lateinijden Apojftellehre; die Berithr- 
ung ift zudem eine ziemlic) oberfladlide, und fo wird 
man fic) wobl zu Hiiten haben, fie auf Kenntnis diefer 
Schrift zuriickzufiihren. Der οὐ Punt (apt nun 
allerding$ eine derartige Crfldrung nicht zu. Die Ver- 
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urteilung de$ adulari in dem fragliden Zujammenhang 
ift [εν jehr auffallend, und fie diivfte unjere Frage 
ent}deiden, wenn ἐδ fonft nur einigermafen wabhridein- 
lid) gemacht werden fonnte, dak Lactanz unjern Lateiz 
nifdjen Lert gefannt habe. Da aber dem nicht fo ift, 
da bet der VBejdhrantung, die fich Lactanz in Crwahming 
der Gebote auferlegt, iiberhaupt nicht fider tft, ob er 
an dem fraglicden Orte die Wpoftellehre und nidt viel- 
mehr den Defalog beritcfichtigte; da er endlich die beiden 
erjten Gebote nidt einmal in dev Reihenfolge bringt, 
Die fie in Dem Fragment eiunehmen, von dem verfchiedenen 
Wortausdruck gar nicht zu veden, fo wage ic) auf den 
PBunkt nicht zu bauen. 

7. Kennt Wthanajius die Apoftellehre aud 
auferhalb de8 39. Fefthriefes ἐ Diefe Frage ijt deswegen 
zu ervivtern, weil neuerdings die ftillfdhweigende Beniigung 
der Apoftellehre in Sdhriften nachgewiejen wurde, die 
unter. dem Ytamen deS Bifdhofs von Alerandrien in 
Umlauf famen, zulebt durd) die Umerifaner Harris und 
Orvis die Beniigung im Syntagma doctrinae und der 
Fides Nicaena (Migne, P. Gr. t. 28 p. 833. 1638), 
andererjeits der athanafianijde Urfprung diejer Schriften 
Verteidiger fand. Cidhhorn glaubte in jeiner Differtation: 
Athanasii de vita ascetica testimonia collecta 1886, 
jowohl die Θῴν De virginitate alg das Syntagma 
Athanafius zufprechen zu follen, und Harnacé findet ftd 
durd) feine Arqumente fo fehr tiberzeugt, dag ev im der 
Theol. Litteraturzeitung 1887 S. 33 ohne weiteres von 
einer Bearbeitung der Didache durd) den Bijchof Ὁ. AL. 
jpridht, die fiir die Echtheit der Schrift De virginitate 
porgebradten Griinde fiir beachtenswert οὐ ἄτι. 


362 Sunk, 


oc) vermag die WAnficht nicht zu teilen. Was vor 
allem die Sdrift De virginitate anlangt, fo febe id 
nidt, dab Cidhborn (S. 27 Ff.) Puntte von Bedeutung 
beriihrt hatte, dte nicht bereits auch von den gelehrten 
Herausgebern des Wthanafius gewiirdigt fein fonnten 
und bet ihrer befannten Griindlichfeit fiderlich aud) be- 
vitefichtiqt wurden. Wohl aber finde ich, dak gegen den 
athanafianijden Urjprung der Schrift nod andere Puntte 
fprechen, αἵδ᾽ von den Benediftinern in ihrer fritijden 
Vorbemerfung geltend gemacht wurden. Yeh will nicht 
betonen, dah der Wutor c. 3 das Wort Feoroxog gebraucht, 
Da Ddiejes Wort bereits aud zur Beit bes Uthanafius 
und fogar nod friiher im firdliden Sprachgebraud 
nacdhweisbar ijt, obtvohl ἐδ bet der fritheren Geltenheit 
in unferer Frage nidt ganz ohne Bedeutung ift. Wber 
das Glaubenshefenntnis, daS an dev Spike der Schrift 
fteht, ift fchwerlich Athanafius zuzujprechen, da in thm 
Vater, Sohn und Geift al8 τρεῖς ὑποστάσεις bezeichnet 
werden. ~Wthanafius wubte allerdings, wie das Sdyreiben 
Der Synode von WAlerandrien 362 (Harduin 1, 730 ff.) 
zeigt, diejem Spradhgebraud) citen orthodoren Sinn ab- 
zugewinnen. Dak er aber dieje Formel jollte felbft ge- 
braudt haben, ift bei dem Spracdhgebrauch, dev zur Zeit 
De$ Nicdénums und nod) geraume eit nadher herridte, 
gegen alle Wahrjdeinlichfeit. Wilk man dabher die frag- 
lide Schrift ihm zujprechen, fo hat man vor allem jenen 
Spracdhgebrauc bet ihm nachzuweijen. 3 

Beziiglich des Syntagma δὲ fic) Cichhoru (CS. 15 1.) 
auf den Beweis, den Revillout in den Archives des 
missions scientifiques et littéraires III° série t. IV p. 


469 not. 4 fiir den athanafianijcdhen Urjprung erbradht 
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haben joll. Diefes Organ fteht miv leider nicht zu Geez 
bot, um eine πᾶροτο Priifung der Frage anftellen zu 
fonnen. Dod) diirfte mid) aud die Wusfiihrung im 
Journal Asiatique 7° série t. 5 p. 14 sq., wo Revillout 
gleidhfalls von der Sache handelt, beredjtigen, twenigitens 
porldufig mein Urtetl abzugeben. Wahrend man fidere 
Argumente erwartet, da ein Dofument der Synode von 
Ulerandrien 362 zugerviejen werden 701, in dem nichts 
auf. diejen Urfprung hinweist, das nidt einmal das be- 
Eaunte Sehreiben der Synode an die Wutiodener enthalt, 
jieht man fic) auf allgemeine und zum Teil fogar un- 
ridhtige Behauptungen Hingewiejen: das von Sofrates 
(H. E. 1, 13) erwabnte Synodifum de3 Athanajius fet 
identijcd) mit den Wften des Konzils von Wlerandrien 362 ; 
e$ werde auc) von Gregor von Nazianz in Hpist. I ad 
Cledon. c. 2 ausodriiclic) jo bezeichnet, wabrend diefer 
an dem angezogenen Ort doch ausbdriiclic) von einer 
abenoldandijden, jomit romijden Synode redet, nidt von 
einer alerandrinijden. Bgl. Bulletin critique 1881 p. 331. 
Bei diejem Sadverhalt haben wir allen Grund, die Theje 
Revillouts vorerft absulehnen. Der athanafianijde Uv- 
jprung de$ Syntagmas ijt demgemag noch nicht bewiefjen; 
ev ijt erft noch 3u beweifen, und bei dem Utteil, das 
bereits die gelehrten Benediftiner-Herausgeber gefallt, 
indem fie Die Schrift nicht etwa unter die dubia, fondern 
Die spuria opera de$ Vijchofs von Alerandrien einveihten, 
Diivfte Der Bewets nicht fo gar leicht zu erbringen fein. 
Das Urteil griindet ὦ allerdings vorzitglic) auf die 
grofe jpradlide Verfdiedenhett de3 Syntagmas von den 
echten Werfen des AWAthanafius und die jpradlicden WAn- 
zetchen eines fpdteren Urfprungs. Wber auch jo verdient 
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eS unjere Beadtung. Budem odiirfte auch nod ein 
anderer Punft auf cine fpdtere Beit hinweijen. Das 
Syntagma jddrft c. 2 das Faften am Mtittwod und 
Hreitag ein, ausgenommen RKvranfheit, PBfingften und 
Cpiphanic. Pfingften bedeutet nattirlid) nicht den Felttag, 
Jondern die demfelben vorangehende Zeit von 7 Wochen. 
NAehulid) ijt der Wusdrucf Cpiphante zu deuten. Cr bez 
zeteynet z1eifellos die Beit von Weihnachten bis Epipha- 
nie, und wenn dem fo ift, fann das Syntagma nidt 
von Wthanafius herrithren, da Wegypten zu deffen Bett 
Das Weihnadhtsfeft noc) nicht fannte, die Crinnerung 
an die Geburt Jeju nad Caffian (Coll. 10, 2) nod am 
Anfang de$ 5. Jahrhunderts dajelbft an Cpiphanie ge- 
fetert wurde. Deutlicher οὐ fic) in diejer Beziehung 
Die Fides Nicaena aus, die in ihrem ziveiten oder οἰδε 
ziplindren Teil mit dem Syuntagma faft wobrtlid) zu- 
fammenftimmt. Θία! von Cpiphanie redet fie von 
12 Feften des Herrn, ὃ. t. offenbar von den 12 Tagen 
3wifden Weihnadten und Cpiphante (Migue 1640 B). 
Diefelbe giebt fic) aud) durch ihre Parteinahme fiir den 
Anthropomorphismus (Migne 1639 B) als ein pfeudo- 
athanafianifdes oder vielmebr pfeudonicanifdes Mad)- 
wert 3u erfeunen, da fie fich als Glaube und Lehre der 
Vater von Nicda einfiihrt. Dieje Schrift ift aljo gwei- 
fellos cin Faljum. Und mit dem Syntagma diirfte es 
ji faum anders verbalten, wenn nicht Revillout eta 
in Den Archives ganz andere Berveije vorbradte als 
im Journal Asiatique. 

8. Zum Schlub fet die WAufmerffaméeit nod) der 
3weiten Schrift befonderS zugewendet, die in der Ueber- 
{rift genannt ift, der apoftolijden Kirhenoronung. 
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Der erfte Geil derfelben war bei ibrer engen Beziehung 
zur Apoftellehre fcyon in dem Bisherigen zu beriicffich- 
tigen. Wuch der yweite Teil wurde in der neueften 
Beit mebhrjach zum Gegenjtand gelehrter Unterjudung 
gemacht. Cine Hauptfrage, welche Zu Lojen ijt, betvifft 
die etwaigen Quellen der Schrift, und diefer Punft fol 
im Yachftehenden erdrtert werden. 

Wie fiir den erften, glaubte Krawugdy in feiner 
gelebrten Unterjuchung auch fitr den siweiten Veil der 
Schrift eine Vorlage annehmen 3u mitfjen, tetls anuj 
Grund der allgemeinen Wabhrnehmung, dak eine Reihe 
pon Sdagen deutlid) das Geprage hobhen firdlicen Wlter- 
tum$ an fic) trage, wabhrend dazwifden Bemerfungen 
fich finden, welche ebenjo deutlich als jpdtere und zum 
Teil recht jonderbare Buthaten jich eviweijen follen, teils 
weil einige Stellen eine Wiederholung zu enthalten oder 
in Dem gegenwartigen Lert eine entjpredende (τ νι 
nur unter der Vorausjegung Zu finden fdeinen, daf fie 
auf einer Borlage beruben, die nicht immer οὐ ὦ 
gedudert wurde, teils weil der in der Cinleitung ent- 
haltene Plan und die Wusfiihrung der Sehrift nidt ganz 
libereinftimmen. Bgl. Qu.Sdr. 1882 6. 399. 402. 
403. 404. 408. 413. Wéabhrend er aber auf Hervor- 
Hebung der in Betracht fommenden Gefidhtspuntte fic 
bejdrantte, juchte Harnac die Vorlage oder vielmehr, 
Da ihm die dDoppelte Rede itber die Diafonen (c. 20. 22) 
die Annahme einer doppelten OQuellenjchrift zu gebieten 
fehien, dic Vorlagen genau Zu umjdreiben und Altes 
und Neues in der Schrift jorgfaltig zu fondern. Schon 
in feiner Schrift iiber die UApoftellehre (S. 212—217) 
bezeidnete er die Kapitel 16—21 und 22—29 als Bez 
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ftandteile von wei dlteren Schriften, von denen die 
eine, aus dem Anfang od¢8 dritten Jahrhunderts, von 
Der χαταστασις tov χλήρου, die andere, aus dem Ende 
des gweiten Jahrhunderts, von der κατάστασις τῆς 
éxnhyotag gehandelt habe. Stingit gab er die betreffenden 
Stiide in einer bejonderen Schrift — Die Quellen dev fog. 
apoft. Rirdhenorduung nebft einer Unterjuchung tiber den 
Urjprung de$ Leftorats und der anderen niederen Weihen 
1886; Bd. Π Heft 5 der Verte und Unterfuchungen 2. 
Gejch. ὃ. αἰτῶν, Lit. — mit eingehendem Kommentar heraus, 
und daraus erjehen wir ndber, dak ihm die fraglichen 
Kapitel faft qanz, nur twenige Worte ausgenommen, alteren 
Sdcriften entnommen 3u fein jdeinen. Ueber das Alter 
Der beiden Schriften denft er aber jekt etwas anders. 
Cr macht besitglid) der Entftehungszett swi}den ihnen 
feinen Unterjcdhied mehr, und beide als alter betradtend 
al% frither die altejte, geht er nunmebhr tiber das Ende 
deS siveiten Sabrhunderts φῦ, in das Beitalter Gufting 
und der Paftoralbriefe, an denen fie Hinfichtlid) der 
Gemeindenrganijation ihre πᾶ τὸ Parallele haben (S. 55). 

Durch die apoftolifdhe Kirdhenordnung wtirden uns 
alfo Schviftitiice aus der Mitte oder dem dvitten Viertel 
dDeS 2. Sabrhunderts erhalten; unjeren Nachrichten iiber 
jene Beit iwiirde damit zwar nicht gerade ein grofer, 
aber bet ihrer Diirftigteit immerbhin hichft beadytenswerter 
Buadhs zu teil, und wir batten demnad allen Grund, 
uns iiber die Cntdeckung zu freuen. Gd fann indefjen 
in die Freude noch nidt cinftimmen. Der Weg, auf dem 
Die neuen Sdyriftitiice entdeckt wurden, [δε mir eine 
Nethe von Bedenfen cin, und vorerft vermag ich diejelben 
nicht jo Hod) 3u ftellen. 
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Vor allem ift die Annahme sweier Quellenjchriften 


~-pon dem gedadhten Umfang nicht ftichbaliig. Ls ernjt- 


licher Grund fann fitr fie nur die angeblide Doublette 
liber den Diafon vorgebracht werden. Cine Doublette 
im eigentliden Sinn liegt aber hier nicht vor. Davon 
fonnte nur die Rede fein, wenn die beiden BWbjchnitte 
auffallende Wiederholungen enthielten. Das ift indeffen 
nidt der Fall. Jn beiden Stiicken wird siwar fiir die 
Diafonen die Pflicht geltend gemacht, nicht auf die 
Perjon zu fehen und die Meichen gu guten Werfen Zu 
ermahnen. Wher die Gentenzen haben nicht mur einen 
verjdiedenen Wortlaut, fie ftehen aud) in einem etwas 
verjdiedenen Rontert, und der ziweite Sag erbhalt bei 
jeiner Wiederholung, was er an der erften Stelle nicht 
hatte, eine biblijdhe Begriindung, fo daf wir in ο. 22 
eher cine tweitere Musfiihrung oder eine Crgdnzung zu 
e. 20 al8 eine Doublette vor uns haben. Allerdings 
midte man die weitere WAusfiihrung unmittelbar im 
Wnjdlug an c. 20 erwarten. Wber die Drennung darf 
nicht bejonders befrembden; fie ift, Da c. 21 von den 
Witten -Diafonijjen gehandelt wird, mehr jccinbar 
αἵ wirklid, und Whnliches fommt auch fonft vor. Man 
vergleice 2. B. die apoftolijden Ronftitutionen II, 24. 
57; III, 15. 19, und 3war nicht eta mur im itber- 
arbeiteten Dert, jondern aud) in der Grundjchrift. Bu- 
Dem οὐδοῦ! ὦ die Frage, was denn den Verfaffer 
bejtimmen fonnte, fiir den Diafon noch eine siweite 
Ouellenjdhrift heranzuziehen? Wenn das sweite Stiid 
. fich auch al8 weitere Wusfithrung gegeniiber dem erjten 
Darjtellt, fo bringt e3 dod) nichts Neues von Bedeutung, 
und um einen jolden Beijag zu machen, greift man dod 
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nicht leicht tiber eine fchon bereit Liegende Quelle hinaus 
zu eter wetteren; ein derartiger Beifag ift vielmehr 
auf eine gleichhe Vorlage zuriiczufiihren, und fo fpricht 
die weitaus grodpere Wabhrjcheinlidfert dafiir, dafs mit 
ο. 22 nicht eine neue OQuellenfdrift beginnt, jondern 
Daf die Kapitel 2O—22 urjpriinglicd) zufammengehiren 
und δαβ c. 22 den WAbjehlufR der ganzen Wuseinander- 
jegung iiber die Diafonen bildet. 

Ju ziweiter Linie erregt die WAusdehnung, in der 
hier die Vorlage einfad) abgejcrieben fein joll, mein 
Bedenfen. SGollten denn, wie man uns verjichert, die 
RKapitel 16—29 oder wenigftens 16—28, da Harnad 
in feiner ziweiten Whhandlung c. 29 fallen lich, wirklid 
faft voll und τον aus der BVorlage in die neue 
Schrift heriibergenommen fein? So gar einfad) nahm 
der Berfaffer der KRircenordnung feine Wufgabe auch 
gegeniiber der ~Apoftellehre nicht, fondern er madte 
wiederholt bald gréfere, bald fleine Zujdge. Sollte 
er ein Ghnlicdes Verfahren nidt auch im zwetten eile 
feiner Wrbeit beobadhtet haben, und mup diefes nidt 
um fo mehr angenommen werden, αἵ bier der Gnbalt 
weit mehr Anlak zu ZBufdben bot, indem die firdlicden 
Ordines, von denen die Rede ift, ὦ im Laufe der 
Zeit betradtlid) vermehrten? Go ganz ift daher der 
swweite Leil nicht bis auf einige wenige Worte von einer 
Vorlage herzuleiten; mancdhes ift vielmehr nad dem 
befannten Verfahren des Verfajfers auf deffen Rechnung 
au jcbreiben. WeldheS dicfe Ruthaten deS Verfaffers 
find, ift {τοι nicht zu beftimmen, da uns jeder fichere 
MaGftab dazu fehlt. Die Beftimmung ift aber vorerft 
liberhaupt nidt notwendig. Qundchft gentigt δὲς Cr- 
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fenninis, daB das fummarijde Verfahren, mit dem 
Harnad die Kaypitel 16—28 der Rirdenordming in 
Baulch und Bogen dem Verfafjfer der Sdrift abjpricdt 
und fiir ein Produkt de3 2. Jahrhunderts erfldrt, feine 
Beredhtiguig hat. 

Sndefjen ift nidt blof die weite Ausdehnung der 
Ouellenfdhrift unbegriindet, jondern e$ find dte fiir die 
Orellen{dhrift iberhaupt vorgebradten Griinde mehr oder 
weniger zweifelbaft. 

Cin Hauptgrund, auf den fid) bie Thefe ftiigt, Liegt 
in Der Anordnung tiber die Bahl der Presbyter. Die 
vom Berfafjer befiirwortete Oreizahl joll mit der folgen- 
den Begriindung ebenjo in Widerjpruch ftehen als die 
zuerft in Borjdlag gebracte, dann aber verivorfene 
Riweizahl mit iby tibercinftimmen. Und 3 ift richtig: 
die Stelle hat, jo wie fie vorliegt, fiir uns nicht wenig 
Wuffallendes. Wher fie bleibt auch in der angeblichen 
Ouellenfdrift etwas anftdpig, und wenn nicht andere 
Griinde dagegen fttinden, ware gegen den Verjud Hil- 
genfelds, 24 ftatt 2 zu feben, nidt viel einzumenden. 
Dabei ift zu evwdgen, ob der Verfaffer dev Kirchenord- 
mung die Biweizahl wobl durch) die Dreizgah!l verdrangt 
Hdtte, wenn er jene mit der in Betvadt fommenden 
und, wie man glaubt, allein pafjenden Begriindung vor- 
gefunden hatte. Go hoc) man aud die Ungeldhiclidfeit 
de RKompilators anjdlagen mag, jo wird ihm doch ein 
Derartiger Mipgriff nicht vorjcdhnell zugutrauen fein, der 
in jeine Wrbeit einen jo unbedingten und eflatanten 
Widerfprud) gebracht hatte. Oder follte er etwa auf 
Die Dreizahl jo jehr erpicht gewejen fein, dah ihn die 
Vorliebe fiir diejelhe formlic blind macdhte? Das wird 
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wohl jdhwerlich anzunehmen fein, und zar um jo weniger, 
alS der BVerfafjer, wenn er die vorgefundene Zabhl nicht 
etwa ftehen laffen wollte, nur um eine Stufe weiter zu 
gehen Sraudte, um die Zablenharmonie zu bewahren. 
Die beiden Zabhlen find alfo feineswegs fo leichter Hand 
auf verjciedene Autoren zuriicyufiihren. Wir haben 
vielmebhr ernjtliden Grund 3u fragen, ob nidt etwa aud) 
Die Dreizahl mit der folgenden Begriindung sich werein- 
baren apt, und in diejer Beztehung verdient der Vor- 
jehlag, den Duchesne (Bulletin crit. 1886 N. 19) 3ur 
LHjung der Schwiertgfeit madte, alle Beadhtung. Da 
ὁ dem Verfaffer anerfauntermapen nur davauf anfommt, 
zu beiden Seiten de Bijchofs eine gleiche Anzahl von 
Perjonen 41 haben, und die Sabl verlangt wird mit 
ὙΠ αι auf die zweimal zwoHlf Welteften der Apofalypfe, 
jo (apt fich wohl denfen, dap ibm bet der verlangten 
Dreizahl dev Presbyter die fpdter folgende Dreizahl der 
Diafonen vorfcdhwebte, die ja ebenfalls zur Seite des 
Bijchofs Dienfte zu Leiften Hatten, und die Vermutung 
ift um jo begriindeter, al die Welteften zur Linfen mit 
einer Wufgabe, die fonft die Diafonen 3u verricten hatten, 
Der Aufrechterhaltung der Mubhe und Ordnung, betraut, 
Dagegen von Dem iiber cinen Unbotmafigen abjubaltenden 
Gericsht ausgejdhlojfen werden. Dag der Autor aud) Hier 
den WAusdruck πρεσβύτεροι gebraudt, darf gegen die 
Lifung nicht eingewendet werden. Der Ausorucl bezeich= 
net nicht blo& die Bresbyter, jondern aud) οἷο Welteften 
der Apofalypje, und er war nicht zu umgeben, da Ddiefe 
Den Vergleichungspuntt bilden. 

Weiter wird fiir die Grundjdhrijt geltend gemadt, 
dag der Leftor in der Cinleitung nach, in der MAusfiihr- 


Bur apoftolijden RKirdhenordnung. 371 


ung vor dem Diafon behandelt werde. Harnact hat fich 
durd) die eigentiimliche Meibenfolge der Fircdhlichen Wemter 
an dev 3iveiten Stelle fogar zu einer befonderen Unter- 
fudung iiber den Urjprung de8 Leftorates beftimmen 
faffen, und er ift dabei zu dem Ergebnis gelangt, der 
LeEtorat habe fich nidt, wie die gewdbhnlicde WAnnahme 
fautet, aus dem Diafonat als feine Wbsweigung entwicelt, 
fondern neben der epijfopal-diafonalen Organijation der 
Gemeinde feine eigene Wurzel gehabt, der Leftor fet ur- 
fpriinglid) zu den charismatijden Perjonen in der Kirche, 
au den Propheten und Lehrern, gerednet worden, feine 
Wufgabe jet nicht bloB das Borlefen, fondern aud) das 
Erflaren und CErbauen gewejen, nad) und nad) fet er 
aber aus feiner bhiberen anfangliden Stellung in feine 
untergeordnete fpdtere herabgejunfen, und wenn diefe 
Theje bewiejen ware, dann beftinde wohl Grund zu der 
Annahme, die Kirchenorduung biete uns an der fraglichen 
Stelle wivflich ein Stic altefter firchlider Verfaffung. 
Da aber der Beweis in Wahrheit nicht erbradt wurde, 
Da bet unbefangener Betradtung nirgends von einem 
hdberen Rang de3 Leftors gegentiber dem Diafon etwas 
wabhrzunehmen ijt, fo haben wir die fraglice Wnordming 
anders 3u erfldren. Rrawubdy folgert aus ihr einfad 
einen anderen Autor fiir die Cinleitung und einen anderen 
flix die Rechtsvorjdhriften. Der Scluh ift indeffen nicht 
awingend. Plan und Ausfiihrung miiffen nicht notwendig 
ftrenge tbereinftimmen, fie weichen bisweilen jogar er- 
Heblic) von einander ab, wie der Diognethrief zeigt. 
Wir fonnen aljfo aud in unjerem Fall Cinen Autor an- 
nehbmen, und wenn wir nad) den Griinden fragen, die 
ihn etwwa beftimmten, bet der Wusfithrung den Leftor dem 
24 * 
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Diafon nicht folgen zu laffen, jondern voranzuftellen, fo 
Diirfte im erfter Linte dDaran 3u erinnern fein, daB er in 
unmittelbarer Verbindung mit dem Diafon von der Witt- 
we-Diafoniffe handelu wollte und dah ἐδ. ihm als une 
paffend erjd&cinen mocdte, dem Lecftor den Blag binter 
Cegterer anzuweijen. Bielleicht war hiebei noch ein an- 
Dever Gefidtspuntt wirfjam, dev durch DudheSne (Bulletin 
crit. 1886 p. 367) hervorgehoben wurde. Da der Ver- 
faffer von den gotteSdienftlicben Funftionen der Diafouen 
{chon im Vorausgehenden fprach, fonnte er fic) verjucht 
fliblen, nun jofort aud) von dem Leftor 21: handelu, da 
Derjelbe auferhalb der Liturgie feinen Dienft zu vervidten 
hatte. 

Mit mehr Grund ift fiir das Vorhandenjein einer 
Vorlage anzufiihren, dab in der Cinleitung etwas mehr 


angefiindigt al nadhber ausgefiihrt wird. Ju Wnbetradht | 


δε Verfahrens, das im erften Deil beobachtet ift, indem 
anfangs von φιυοὶ Wegen gejproden, jpdter aber nur 
einer wirflich bejdricben wird, finnte man zwar fragen, 
ob dem Buntte wirklich eine ernftlidhe Bedeutung beizu- 
meffen fei. Sch will indeffen auf dem Cinwand nidt 
beftehen, und dieS um fo weniger, als ich feineSwegs der 
Wnficht bin, dev zweite Teil der Kirdhenordnung fet eine 
Durdhaus felbjtdndige Rompofition, jondern die Wrbeit 
auch bier alS Kompilation betradte und nur beftreite, 
Ὁαβ man, abgefehen von den bentigten Stellen des Kle- 
mensbriefes, gewiffe Whidnitte mit Sicherheit als altere 
Beftandteile ausfdheiden fonne. Das Moment 701 alfo 
gelten. Wber was gewinnen wir mit ihm? Beweist es 
in Wahrheit, dag die Mechtsvorjdhriften alter find als 
Der Verfajfer der Kirdhenordnung? Nach dem, was fic 


So τ 


—— ΝᾺ» ει  ψϑὰςυΝπ τντος, 


Bur apoftolijden Rirchenordnung. 373 


un bereits ergeben hat, ijt der Schlup feinesweg3 not- 
wendig. C3 muf vielmehr umgefehrt als miglich gelten, 
dak der VBerfajjer in dev Cinleitung fremdes und alteres 
Material in feinen Dienft 30g. Doch fommen wir aud 
hier tiber die bloke Mobglichfeit nicht hinaus, und fo 
haben wir mit unferem Wifjen tiber das Mak und die 
Art der bentigten OQuellen eben zu bejcheiden. Sicher 
ijt nur, wie bereits angedeutet, die Verwertung de3 Kez 
mensbricfe3. Was dartiber Hinausgebht, fallt mehr oder 
weniger in den Bereich) der Vermutung. 

Sudefjen fehlen uns nicht blof hinveichende Griinde, 
die Kirchenordnung zum gréferen Teil auf altere Gehrift- 
ftitce zuriicyufithren; die qripere Wahricheinlichfert fpridt 
im Gegenteil dafiir, dab die Wrbeit im qrofen und ganzen, 
joweit das bei Dem Werk eines Kompilators anzunehmen 
ijt, einen einbettlichen Urjprung babe. €3 folgt das aus 
der tiberall gleiden Stufe dev Cntwicllung der firdliden 
Verfajfung, eine Uebereinftimmaung, die fic) mit der Wn- 
nabme jdiwer vertragt, dap thre Verfaffer etwa anderthalb 
Sabrhunderte auseinander lebten. Oder follte ἐδ glaub- 
lich fein, δαβ ein Mtann, der um das Gabhr 300 fircdliche 
Necdhtsvorjdhriften aufftellen wollte, fid) einfach an den 
Stand der firchliden Verfafjung um das Jahr 150 bielt? 
Sollte er nicht das Bediirfnis empfunden haben, den 
einen oder anderen Der ingivifden aufgefommenen und 
zur allgemeinen Verbreitung gelangten weiteren niederen 
Ordines in fetner Gefeggebung zu beriicfichtigen? Wie 
miv jfdeint, braucht man die Frage nur 3u ftellen, um 
jofort auch die Antwort zu haben, und wenn e8 je eines 
Beweifes bhediirfte, wiirden ihn {chon die apoftolijden 
Konjftitutionen in ihrer zweifacen Dertesgeftalt ergeben. 
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Verhalt eS fid) aber fo, dann ift die Sdhrift nidt 
unter das 3. Sahrhundert Herabzujegen. Cin Puntt, 
die Cridhnung der ἐπαρχίαν in dev Cinleitung, wurde 
sar mehrfac) als Seiden εἶπον fpdteren Beit gedeutet. 
Pitra fprad vom Sdhlug des 4. Sahrhunderts, da vor 
Dem Konzil von Konjftantinopel 381 fic) feine Spur von 
einem firdhliden Crarcat finde; RKrawugdy vom Anfang 
de3 4, Jahrhunderts, da feyon die Synode von Nicda 
ce. 6 binficdhtlich der Cpardien und bijdoflicden Rang: 
unterfcbiede eine Ent}/dheidung zu treffen veranlagt war. 
Wenn man aber erwwagt, dag die Synode von Micha die 
Eparchien nidt erft einrichtete, fondern bereits vorfand 
und mit δ ΠῚ auf fie jogar von alter Gitte fpridt, 
jo bindert nichts, itber das 4. Jahrhundert hinauszugehen; 
τὸ wenn man wetter in Betracdht zieht, dak πα dem 
Brief Phirmilians von Cajarea an Cyprian die Metro- 
politanverfafjung wenigftens im Orient icon um die 
Mitte des 3. Jahrhunderts ziemlic) ausgebildet war, fo 
(apt fich die Kirchenorduung fogar der erften Halfte diefes 
Sabrhunderts oder dev Zeit zuweifen, fiir dte auch die 
jonftigen hronologifden WAnzeichen fprecden. 
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THE TEACHING OF THE APOSTLES 
AND THE SIBYLLINE BOOKS. 


In the following pages there are collected a number of 
hitherto unnoticed coincidences between the language and 
thought of the Teaching of the Apostles and the so-called 
Sibylline Oracles, from a consideration of which it seems likely 
that important consequences will follow in the interpretation 
of the books which are subjected to the comparison, in the 
more accurate determination of their places and times of 
production, and above all in the view which is thus acquired of 
the genesis of the faith, practice and discipline of the Christian 
Church. 

Bryennios’ little tract is increasing in recognized importance, 
almost from day to day. It is no longer a question of mere 
identification between a lost book and a found book by means 
of the number of lines in a MS. and the record of a sticho- 
metric table of the middle ages: non nwmerandi sed ponderandi 
sunt versus ; and being weighed, they require for a counterpoise 
the largest stones which the Ecclesiastical Historian can find in 
his bag. In fact the Διδαχὴ τῶν ᾿Αποστόλων is the key-stone 
of Church history, whether we include under that term the New 
Testament records or those of the first four centuries of the 
Faith; and, if we widen our conception of Church history so as 
to include the Semitic origins of Christianity, it is the bridge 
that spans the gulf between the Church and the Synagogue 
from which it was so early divided. 

It is surprising that so small a book should have so much to 
say. We can understand that a book of primitive doctrine and 
discipline should have been a small one: for as the writer 
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of the so-called Phocylidea (to which we shall presently allude) 
points out, 

οὐ χωρεῖ μεγάλην διδαχὴν ἀδίδακτος ἀκουή. 

οὐ γὰρ δὴ νοέουσ᾽ οἱ μηδέποτ᾽ ἐσθλὰ μαθόντες". 

But we can hardly explain the wide diffusion of so small 
a book both geographically and chronologically unless it in- 
deed were closely connected with the origins of Christianity 
and had met with an almost universal acceptance; and its 
importance is not diminished when we consider that we are 
a long way yet from the place where we can assert that 
the last word has been said either on the text or its inter- 
pretation. 

The parallelisms to which I have drawn attention are 
probably a part of a larger future phenomenon: if, in the 
providence of God, we should recover any further portions of 
primitive Christian literature, there would be a harvest of 
explanations of obscurities both in the New Testament and 
in the sub-Apostolic writings which are at present insoluble. 
In particular the Doctrina Petri which forms a companion 
volume to the recovered Teaching seems to have had analogous 
relations with the Sibylline books, if we may judge from its 
few remaining sentences, and may even have a nexus internal 
and external with the Teaching of the Apostles. 

But until we know more about the Teaching or Preaching 
of Peter we must confine ourselves to the elucidation of the 
Teaching of the Apostles by means of the study of those early 
documents which are accessible to us, such as the earlier parts 
of the Talmudic literature and those Greek books, the Sibyllines 
to wit, in which we find a collocation or a fusion of Hebrew, 
Greek and Christian ethics. With regard to the Talmud, I am 
too ignorant to say more than that I believe there are passages 
in the Teaching of the Apostles which only the Mishna can 
explain; what the Sibyllines have to say will appear in the 
following remarks. 

Now in dealing with quotations from or by the Pseudo-Sibyl- 
lines we have to remember that there are peculiar difficulties in 
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the determination of the periods to which the separate books and 
portions of books contained in the collection are to be assigned. 
The majority of them are generally admitted to be Christian in 
origin and sentiment and of various centuries, from the first 
onward; but there are other parts which are as distinctly 
Jewish or heathen, and to some of these we are obliged to 
assign a date much earlier than the Christian era. It appears 
therefore that the fashion of writing religious history and 
teaching religious truth in hexameter verse under the assumed 
authority of an inspired Sibyl, must have been common to all 
classes of believers at certain times in the world’s history; and 
in the early Christian Church, in particular, few writers are so 
authoritatively appealed to as those who concocted the 
Sibylline verses. This is especially true of authors in the 
second and third centuries, such as Justin, Theophilus, Athen- 
agoras and Clement of Alexandria, in discussions with Greek or 
Jewish opponents. 

Some idea of the extent of Pseudo-Sibylline literary activity 
may be gathered from the following table given in Alexandre’s 
Excursus ad Sibyllina*. According to this learned writer, we 
must divide the third and eighth books of the Sibyllines into 
four parts respectively and remove the portion of the second 
book which is known by the name of the ποίημα νουθετικὸν of 
Phocylides (which the writer of the second book has worked up, 
perhaps with some additions, from an earlier source), and then 
we may arrange the existing Sibylline books in the following 
order : 

Book iii. §§ 2 and 4 of Jewish origin, written in Egypt, under 
Ptolemy Philometor, about 165 B.c. 

Book iv. the oldest of the Christian Sibyls, written in Asia, 
in the first century, under Titus or Domitian. 

The Procemium to the collection and the second section of 
the eighth book were written by a Christian author in Egypt, 
under Trajan or Hadrian. 

The first section of the eighth book is also Christian, and 
was written in Egypt in the reigu of Antoninus Pius. 

The third section of the third book and the fifth book are to 
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be referred to the same time and place, but Alexandre thinks 
them more Jewish than Christian. 

The sixth and seventh books were written in Asia by a 
Christian hand about A.D. 234. 

The third and fourth parts of the eighth book are to be 
referred to the middle of the third century. 

The first two books and the third book, ὃ 1, are of Christian 
origin, written in Asia in the middle of the third century, but 
subsequently rehandled. 

The other books, xi. xii. xiii, xiv., were written in Egypt 
about A.D. 267, by a Jew rather than a Christian, according to 
Alexandre’s judgment. 

The foregoing table gives also a notion of the extent to 
which critical methods have been applied to the collection of 
Sibylline books; and (it need not be said) the conclusions 
arrived at are not perfectly comcident with those found in 
other writers on the subject. We shall presently return to the 
questions of authorship and date, so far as they come under 
the scope of our enquiry: but for us it is a necessary pre- 
liminary to present first the parallelisms between the Sibyllines 
and the Teaching of the Apostles, for these form an important 
part of the evidence by which the dates are decided. The 
following are the chief coincidences to which our attention 
should be directed. The references are respectively to the 
Bryennios edition of the Teaching and to Friedlieb’s edition of 
the Oracles. In cases where a citation is made from Pseudo- 
Phocylides the reference is to the edition of Jacob Bernays. 


a. Teachingi. Διδαχὴ Kypioy διὰ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων 
τοῖς ἔθνεσιν. ὁλοὶ AYO εἰο! κτέ. 
Orac. Sib. vi. 9 
δείξει δ᾽ ἀνθρώποισιν Odoyc, δείξει δὲ κελεύθογς 
οὐρανίους" πάντας δὲ σοφοῖς μύθοισι διλόξει. 
B. Teaching i. ὁδοὶ δύο εἰσί, μία τῆς Ζωῆς καὶ μία Tod: 
OANATOY. 
Orac. Sib. vii. 399 
αὐτὸς ὅλογο προέθηκα AYO, Ζωῆς BANATOY TE, 
καὶ γνώμην προέθηκ᾽ ἀγαθὴν ζωὴν προέλεσθαι. 
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Cf. Orac. Sib. viii. 487 


» / \ ᾽ 7 / > , 
evoeBins τε καὶ ἀτρεκίης βαίνοντες ἀταρπούς. 


y. Teaching i. πρῶτον, ἀγὰπήσεις τὸν θεὸν τὸν ποιήσαντά 
ae’ δεύτερον, τὸν TIAHCION COY WC CEAYTUN. 

Orac. Sib. vil. 481 

ἐν κραδίῃ τε ταπεινοφρονεῖν, πικρὰ τέρματα μισεῖν 
καὶ πάντως ὀγὰπᾶν TON TIAHCION ὥςπερ ἑδυτόν᾽ 

καὶ θεὸν ἐκ ψυχῆς φιλέειν, αὐτῷ δὲ λατρεύειν. 
τοὔνεκ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἡμεῖς, ὁσίης χριστοῖο γενέθλης 
οὐρανίης πεφυῶτες, ἐπικλεόμεσθα σύναιμοι, 
μνῆστιν εὐφροσύνης ἐπὶ θρησκείησιν ἔχοντες, 
εὐσεβίης τε καὶ ἀτρεκίης Βδίνοντεο ATAPTIOYC. 

The expression of the last line, βαίνοντες ἀταρπούς, renders 
it likely that the first three lines haye a reference to the 
Teaching concerning the Two Ways. To the foregoing we may 
add the following, which belongs really to the Phocylidea. 


Orac. Sib. τι. 60 = Ps. Phocyl. 8 


nw ‘ Ὁ“ 
πρῶτὰ θεὸν τίμὰ, μετέπειτα δὲ σεῖο γονῆας. 


δ. Teachingi. παντὶ τῷ αἰτοῦντί σε δίδου καὶ μὴ ἀπαίτει" 
πᾶσι γὰρ θέλει δίδοσθαι ὁ πατὴρ ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων YAPICMATOON. 
Orac. Sib. ii. 88 = Ps. Phocyl. 29 
πλοῦτον ἔχων σὴν χεῖρα πενητεύουσιν ὄρεξον᾽ 
ὧν τοι ἔλωκε θεός, τούτων χρήζουσι παράσχου. 


The sentiment will also be found in the Preaching of Peter 


with close parallelism to the Avdayy. Cf. Hilgenfeld, Predicatio 
Petri, p. 57. 


e. Teaching i. idspwtdto ἢ EAEHMOCYNH Gov εἰς τὰς χεῖράς 
σου, μέχρις ἂν γνῷς τίνι das. 
Orac. Sib. ii. 77, cf. Ps. Phocyl. 23 
πτωχοῖς εὐθὺ δίδου pnt αὔριον ἐλθέμεν εἴπης" 
ἱλρῶοι σταχύων χειρὶ χρήζοντι παράσχου" 
ὃς δ᾽ ἐλεημοοήνην παρέχει, θεῷ οἶδε δανείζειν. 
The passage quoted from the Teaching is one of the most 
difficult in the whole tract, and numerous unsatisfactory 
emendations have been proposed for the peculiar ἱδρωτάτω of 
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the Ms. which we retain in preference to the slightly modified 
ἱδρωσάτω of Bryennios. [The suggestion that we have here a 
peculiar form (Spwraw is, I believe, due to Dr Hort. Dr Hort 
also proposes to prefix a negative μὴ in order to maintain the 
continuity of the passage with what has gone before. It may 
be doubted whether this is necessary in order to make the 
passage intelligible. ] 

The passage taken from the Sibyllist shews a curious 
parallelism with the Teaching in the conjunction of ἱδρώς and 
ἐλεημοσύνη. But it is unfortunate that the second line is as it 
stands unintelligible’, and the three unconnected datives get in 
one another’s way. Some primitive difficulty in the passage 
must have existed, since the parallel in the common Phocyli- 
dean text writes for these two lines 

πληρώσας σέο χεῖρ᾽ ἔλεον χρήζοντι παράσχου" 
in which the first word looks lke a curious misreading or 
correction of ἱδρώς. The lines, however, become quite intelli- 
gible if we make a very slight modification and read 

ἱδρῶσι στάζων χεῖρα χρήζοντι παράσχου. 

Cf. Soph. Ajax 10 Kapa 

στάζων ἱδρῶτι καὶ χέρας ξιφοκτόνους, 
and when this correction is made, the parallelism with the 
language of the Teaching shews that in the latter the main 
idea is the connexion between personal charity and one’s 
earnings. 


s. Teaching 11. 

ov φονεύσεις, οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὐ παιδοφθορήσεις. 
Ps. Phocyl. 3 

μήτε γαμοκλοπέειν, μήτ᾽ ἄρσενα κύπριν opivery’ 

μήτε δόλους ῥάπτειν μηθ᾽ αἵματι χεῖρα μιαίνειν. 
Similar conjunctions are found in the Sibyllines, passim. 
ζ. Teaching il. ov moreyceic, ov apmakeycelc. 
Ps. Phocyl. 149 

φάρμακὰ MH τεύχειν᾽ MAIKON βίβλων ἀπέχεσθαι. 


1 Friedlieb translates courageously, 
Von der Erndte Ertrag mittheile dem Armen freigebig. 
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This passage is found in the part of the Phocylidea beyond 
that appropriated by the Sibyllist. 

m. Teaching ii. ΟΥ̓ poneyceic τέκνον EN φθορᾷ OYAE γεννη- 
θέν ἀποκτενεῖς. 

Orac. Sib. ii. 762 

μοιχείαν πεφύλαξο Kal ἄκριτον ἄρσενος εὐνήν" 
τὴν δ᾽ ἰδίαν γένναν παίδων τρέφε MHAE CONEYCHC. 

Orac. Sib. ii. 280 ὅσσαι δ᾽ ἐνὶ γαστέρι φόρτους 

ἐκτρώσκουσιν, boot τοκετοὺς ῥίπτουσιν ἀθέσμους, 
φαρμακοὶ ἢ καὶ φαρμακίδες. 

Ps. Phocyl. 184 

μηδὲ γυνὴ φθείροι Βρέφος ἔμβρυον ἔνδοθι γαστρός, 
μηλὲ TEKOYCA κυσὶν ῥίψη, καὶ γυψὶν ἕλωρα. 

The coincidence of the last sentence with the Teaching is 
very striking. 

0. Teaching ii. οὐκ ἐπιθυμήσεις τὰ τοῦ πλησίον. 

Orac. Sib. 1. 57 = Ps. Phocyl. 6 

ἀρκεῖσθαι παρεοῦσι Kal ἀλλοτρίων ἀπέχεσθαι. 

The interest in the last quotation hes in the fact that it is 
in verbal agreement with Heb. xii. 5, where the injunction 
against covetousness follows upon that which regards marriage- 
sanctity, the order of thought being the same as in the 
Teaching. 

t. Teaching ii. οὐκ émopkHceic, οὐ peyAomaptypHcelc. 

Orac. Sib. τι. 68 = Ps. Phocyl. 16 

μηδὲ ETOPKHCHC, μήτ᾽ ἀγνὼς μήτ᾽ εἰκαῖος. 
Orac. Sib. 11. 64 = Ps. Phocyl. 12 
MAPTYPIHN yey φεύγειν, Ta δίκαια βραβεύειν. 

ta. Teaching ii. οὐκ ἔσῃ δυγνώμων οὐδὲ AirAwccoc’ παγὶς 
yap θανάτου ἡ δυγλωσσία᾽ οὐκ ἔσται ὃ λόγος σου ψεγληῆο... οὐκ 
ἔσῃ πλεονέκτης οὐδὲ APTIAZ οὐδὲ κακοήθης οὐδὲ ὑπερήφανος. 

Orac. Sib. iii. 37, 38, 40 

ἀνθρώπων YEYAON AIFAMCCWN καὶ KAKOHO@N, 
λεκτροκλόπων, εἰδωλολατρῶν, δόλια φρονεόντων, 
αὐτοῖς ἁρπάζοντες, ἀναίδεα θυμὸν ἔχοντες. 
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Orac. Svb. τὶ. 58 = Ps. Phocyl. 7 
ψεύδεα μὴ βάζειν τὰ δ᾽ ἐτήτυμα πάντ᾽ ἀγορεύειν. 

This is perhaps the best place to draw attention to the 
beautiful emendation made by Bernays in the 13th line of the 
Phocylidea,= Orac. Sib. 11. 65, where the Mss. and texts read, 

παρθενίην τηρεῖν, πίστιν δ᾽ ἐπὶ πᾶσι φυλάσσειν. 

If we put παρθεσίην for παρθενίην, we not only restore the 
broken continuity of thought in the passage, and get rid of the 
discordance between the sentiment involved in the ordinary 
reading and that of the 175th line of the Phocylidea, 

μὴ μείνης ἄγαμος μή πως νώνυμνος ὄληαι, 

but we also throw some light on the ethical engagements of the 
early Christians. For in the celebrated letter of Pliny to 
Trajan we find that the covenant entered into by the members 
of the new fraternity (which, by the by, is almost certain to be 
based upon some written book of doctrine) was to the following 
effect: sed ne furta, ne latrocinia, ne adulteria committerent, ne 
jfidem fallerent, ne depositum appellate abnegarent. The last 
clause is exactly versified in the Phocylidea, as emended (cf. 
also Sib. 11, 278); and while I do not think there is anything 
closely corresponding to it in the Teaching, it seems likely to 
have formed a part of some early oral or written Διδασκαλία. 


8. Teaching i. od λήψῃ βουλὴν πονηρὰν κατὰ τὸν 
πλησίον σου. 
Ps. Phocyl. 4. μήτε δόλους ῥάπτειν. 
wy. Teaching ili. τέκνον μου, φεῦγε ἀπὸ παντὸς πονηροῦ 
καὶ ἀπὸ TIANTOC ὁμοιοὺ aYTOT. 
Ογαο. Sib. 11. 145 = Ps. Phocyl. 76 
σωφροσύνην ἀσκεῖν, αἰσχρῶν δ᾽ ἔργων ἀπέχεσθαι, 
μὴ μιμοῦ KAKOTHTA. 
ιδ, Teaching iii. μὴ γίνου ὀργῖλος᾽ ὁδηγεῖ γὰρ ἡ ὀργὴ 
πρὸς τὸν PONON. 
Orac. Sib. 11. 126 = Ps. Phocyl. 57 
μὴ προπετὴς ἐς χεῖρα" χαλίνου δ᾽ ἄγριον ὀργήν. 
πολλάκις γὰρ πλήξας, ἀέκων φόνον ἐξετέλεσσε. 
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I think we may remark in each of the immediately pre- 
ceding instances, that the Teaching. has been directly versified 
by the Sibyllist or Ps, Phocylides. (This conclusion will be of 
the highest importance.) For instance we see that the Teaching 
of the Apostles has a number of similar progressions from one 
sin to another, an idea which underlies the whole of the third 
chapter, and could hardly have been arrived at by the mere 
translation into prose of two lines of Phocylides. We may be 
sure, too, that prose ethics have preceded verse ethics, and that 
in the present case it is not sufficient to remark the use of the 
ethical portions of the Pentateuch in order to explain the 
coincidences of language between the Teaching and _ the 
Phocylidea. 


ve. Teaching ii. μὴ γίνου ὀργῖλοε.. μηδὲ ZHAWTHC μηδὲ 
EPICTIKOC μηδὲ θγμικόο. 
Orac. Sib. τι. 185 = Ps. Phocyl. 63 
θγμὸς ὑπερχόμενος μανίην ὁλοόφρονα τεύχει. 
ὀργὴ δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὄρεξις, ὑπερβαίνουσα δὲ μῆνις. 
zHAoc γὰρ ἐσθλῶν ἀγαθός, φαύλων δ᾽ aidnros. 
Orac. Sib. u. 147 = Ps. Phocyl. 78 
πείθω μὲν yap ὄνειαρ, Epic δ᾽ ἔριν ἀντιφυτεύει. 
Ido not think it will be maintained that this coincidence 
in the description of ὀργή, θυμός, ζῆλος, Epes is a mere accident. 


ws. Teaching 111. τέκνον μου, μὴ γίνου οἰωνοοκόπος᾽ 
ἐπειδὴ ὁδηγεῖ εἰς τὴν εἰδωλολατρείαν: μηδὲ ἐπδοιλὸς μηδὲ 
μὰθημδτικόο. 
Orac. Sib. iii. 225 
οὐ MANTEIC, οὐ φαρμακούς", οὐ μὴν ἐπδοιλογςο, 
οὐ μύθων μωρῶν ἀπάτας ἐγγαστριμύθων, 
οὐδὲ τὰ χαλδαίων τὰ προμάντια ACTPOAOFOYCIN 
οὐδὲ μὲν ἀστρονομοῦσι...... 
234 τοῦ πεπλανῆσθαι ὁλογς τ᾽ ἀγὰθᾶδο... 
Both these passages follow Leviticus xx. 26, 31, but the last 
line seems to have a consciousness of the Two Ways. 


1 Lege φαρμακέας. 
1—6 
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6. Teaching iv. 


3. 4 3... Ἃ, , 
ἐλέγξαι ἐπὶ παραπτώμασιν. 


κρινεῖς δικαίως, οὐ λήψῃ πρόσωπον 


Teaching ν. πλουσίων παράκλητοι, πενήτων ἄνομοι κριταί. 
Orac. Sib. αἰ 61 = Ps. Phocyl. 9 


U / / \ le 2 , e/. 
TAVTAaA δίκαια νέμειν, μηδὲ Κρισιν ες χαριν Εελκε 


\ ΨΨ , γὼ \ if , 
μὴ ῥίψης πενίην ἀδίκως, μὴ κρίνε πρόσωπον. 


in. Teaching iv. 
λύτρωσιν ἁμαρτιῶν σου. 


Orac. Sib. τι. 81 


ὟΝ 4 \ a a , 
ἐὰν ἔχῃς, διὰ τῶν χειρῶν σου δώσεις 


ΜΡ 3 / 5. / id ee a >- 
ῥύεται ἐκ θανάτου ἔλεος, κρίσις ὁππότ᾽ av ἔλθῃ; 


Ps. Phocyl. 28 


πληρώσας σέο χεῖρ᾽ ἔλεον χρήζοντι παράσχου. 


The parallel passages lead us to infer that the text of 
the Teaching would be better punctuated if the comma were 


removed and placed after σου. 


ιθ. Teaching iv. 


ov διστάσεις δοῦναι οὐδὲ διδοὺς Yoy- 


ς a nr ’ 
γύσεις, γνώσῃ yap Tis ἐστιν ὁ τοῦ μισθοῦ καλὸς ἀνταποδότης. 


Orac. Sib. 1. 18 = Ps. Phocyl. 22 


Orac. Sib. τι. 91 


πτωχοῖς εὐθὺ δίδου. 


, v / 2 \ , 5 / 
μήποτε ἄνδρα πένητα ἰδὼν σκώψης ἐπέεσσι. 


Orac. Sib. uu. 274 
δόντες ὀνειδίζουσιν. 


Orac. Sib. 11. 80 


ὁπόσοι δ᾽ ἰδίων ἀπὸ μόχθων 


ὃς δ᾽ ἐλεημοσύνην παρέχει, θεῷ οἶδε δανείζειν". 


Ὁ Teaching iv. 


\ 5) 5 a 8. =) 
σου καὶ οὐκ ἐρεῖς ἴδια εἶναι. 


1 The coincidence between ‘know- 
ing who is one’s rewarder’ and ‘know- 
ing that one lends to the Lord’ is 
striking. The following passage, from 
an early anonymous writer (or collec- 
tion of writers), containing references 
to the Teaching, is in the same di- 
rection: τινές φασιν ὅτι οὐ δεῖ ἀνεξέ- 
ταστον παρέχειν ἐλεημοσύνην ἀλλ᾽ ἐρωτᾷν 
μετὰ ἀκριβείας εἰ ἐν ἀληθείᾳ ἐνδεής ἐστιν 
ὁ ἡμῖν προσερχόμενος. Λέγει γάρ, φήσιν, 


, \ a 
συγκοινωνήσεις δὲ πάντα TO ἀδελφῷ 


ὁ Σολομὼν ὅτι ἐὰν ποιῇς ἀγαθόν, βλέπε 
τίνι ποιεῖς. Οὕτω καὶ τὰς λοιπὰς γραφὰς 
οἱ κακῶς νοοῦντες διαστρέφουσιν " οὐ γὰρ 
περὶ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου τοῦ πτωχοῦ τοῦτο 
εἶπεν 6 Σολομών " ἀλλὰ βλέπε τίνι ποιεῖς, 
τούτεστιν ὅτι τῷ θεῷ ποιεῖς " εἰ γὰρ πρὸ 
τοῦ ἀνακρίνειν τοὺς αἰτοῦντας τοῦτό φησι, 
πῶς ὁ κύριος λέγει, παντὶ τῷ αἰτοῦντί σε 
δίδου ; 
Quest. in Antiochum, 
Migne, Patr. Gr. xxviii. 649, 
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Orac. Sib. 11. 90, Ps. Phocyl. 30 

\ A € fe , at os: \ , : 

κοινὸς πᾶς ὁ βίος μερόπων᾽ ἄνισος δὲ τέτυκται 

ἔστω κοινὸς ἅπας ὁ βίος καὶ ὁμόφρονα πάντα. 
And here it will be remembered that the Sibyllines are 
full of communistic sentiments of the most pronounced kind, 
and of lamentations over human inequalities, which un- 

doubtedly preserve early /ssene and Christian teaching. 


ka. Teaching vi. περὶ δὲ τῆς βρώσεως, ὃ δύνασαι Bacta- 
> \ \ a > ΄ ͵ὔ ΄ 
σον. ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ εἰδωλοθύτου λίαν πρόσεχε. 


Orac. Sib. 11. 96 = Ps. Phocyl. [82] 


αἷμα δὲ μὴ φαγέειν, εἰδωλοθύτων δ᾽ ἀπέχεσθαι. 


KB. Teaching vi. λατρεία γάρ ἐστι θεῶν νεκρῶν. 
Orac. Sib. viii. 46 Kal πάντων ὧν ἐσεβάσθης 
δαίμονας ἀψύχους νεκρῶν εἴδωλα καμόντων. 
Orac. Sib. vill. 393 
ταῦτα yap ἐς μνήμην βασιλήων ἠδὲ τυράννων 
δαίμοσι ποιήσουσι νεκροῖς ὡς οὐρανίοισι. 
With this striking instance we conclude the cases which we 
have noted of coicidence between the first part of the 
Teaching of the Apostles (the Doctrine of the Two Ways) 
and the Sibyllines (including Pseudo-Phocylides). The next 
step is to point out a few illustrations of the liturgical sections 
of the Teaching, and then to pass on to the remarkable 
parallelisms which occur in the Sibylline doctrine of the Second 
Advent, as compared with the closing section of the Teaching 
of the Apostles; and first of all with regard to the custom 
of immersion in running water: 


. .? ' > \ ” A \ 
xy. Teaching vu. Bamticate εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ Llartpos 
καὶ Tov Tiod καὶ Tod ἁγίου Τ]νεύματος én YAaT! Ζῶντι. 
Orac. Sib. iv. 165 
> lal U a , > U 
ἐν ποταμοῖς AOYCACHE OAON AEMAC AENAOICI, 
na lal 7 
χεῖρας T ἐκτανύσαντες ἐς αἰθέρα, τῶν πάρος ἔργων 
lal » , 
συγγνώμην αἰτεῖσθε καὶ εὐσεβίαις ἀσεβείαν 
πικρὰν ἰάσασθε. 
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And the connected idea of baptism in the water of a fountain is 
preserved in the symbolical language, 
Orac. Sib. vi. 247 
ὕδασι φωτίζων κλητοὺς ἐν δώδεκα πηγαῖς, 
where the reference is to the ministry of the twelve Apostles. 
To the foregoing we may add: 
Orac. Sib. viii. 815 
ἀθανάτου πηγῆς ἀπολουσάμενοι ὑδάτεσσι 
τὰς πρότερου κακίας ἵνα γεννηθέντες ἄνωθεν 
μηκέτι δουλεύωσιν ἄθεσμοις ἤθεσι κόσμου, 


a passage which recalls also the language of the fourth gospel. 


xd. Teaching vii. ἐὰν δὲ ἀμφότερα μὴ ἔχῃς, ἔκχεον εἰς 
τὴν κεφαλὴν τρὶς ὕδωρ εἰς ὄνομα Ilatpos καὶ Ὑἱοῦ καὶ ἁγίου 
Πνεύματος. 

Orac. Sib. vii. 87 

οὐδὲ θύρην κλείσεις OTE τις σοι ἐπήλυτος ἄλλος 
ἥξει δυόμενος, πενίης ἀπερυκέναι λιμόν, 

ἀλλὰ λαβὼν κεφαλὴν τοῦδ᾽ ἀνέρος, ὕδατι ῥάνας, 
εὔξαι τρίς. 

The passage quoted is somewhat obscure: if we could 
understand ἐπήλυτος in the sense of a proselyte, it would be 
more intelligible; but it seems rather to refer to the visit 
of a needy stranger who has to receive some kind of baptism 
before he can sit at the table. But im any case we have 
an allusion to trine aspersion and accompanying prayer. 


κε. Teaching xi. καὶ πᾶς προφήτης ὁρίζων τρᾶπεζὰν KTE. 
Orac. Sib. v. 266 
καὶ γλώσσαις ἁγίαις ETICTHCONTAI TPATTEZAN. 

The reference is to some festival to be celebrated in the 
future days of Jerusalem’s prosperity. It may be interesting 
to note here that the somewhat similar expression ὁρίζων ἡ 
βάπτισμα is found several times in Hippolytus’ Philosophumena, 


. . ’ / ’ >] 9, an \ lal Ν lal 
ks. Teaching xi. ov φάγεται ἀπ᾽ αὐτῆς [πρὸ τῆς εὐχῆς], 


where the words in brackets are inserted conjecturally, in 
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order to harmonize the sentence with what precedes (ἀλλ᾽ ἐὰν 
ἔχη τοὺς τρύπους κυρίου KTé), and to conform it to Josephus’ 
description of an Essene meal (Bell. Jud. 1. vill. 5), προ- 
κατεύχεται δὲ ὁ ἱερεὺς τῆς τροφῆς καὶ γεύσασθαί τινα πρὸ 
τῆς εὐχῆς ἀθέμιτον. Cf. also Pirge aboth ii. 3: “Three that 
have eaten at one table, and have said over it words of Thorah, 
are as if they had eaten of the table of Maqom” (i.e. God). 
The following sentence from the Parallels of John Dama- 
scene and cited variously as ex patre (p. 453 Lequien), ex 
sancto sene (Cod. Rup.), and e libro sanctorum senium (Cod. 
Reg. 923), contains the same sentiment; Τράπεζα μὴ ἔχουσα 
μνήμην θεοῦ, φάτνης ἀλόγων οὐδὲν διενήνοχεν. 
Orac. Sib. iv. 25 
ὅσσοι δὴ στέρξουσι θεὸν μέγαν εὐλογέοντες 
πρὶν φαγέειν᾽ πινέειν τε. 
To the foregoing suggestions and illustrations with regard 
to the Baptism and Agape, we subjoin one on the necessity 
of personal labour. 


K€. Teaching xiii. τεχνίτης ὦν, ἐργαζέσθω καὶ φαγέτω᾽" 
εἰ λὲ οὐκ ἐχει τέχνην κατὰ τὴν σύνεσιν ὑμῶν προνοήσατε πῶς 
μὴ ἀργὸς μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν ζήσεται χριστιανός. 

Ps. Phocyl. 154 

Tas yap ἀεργὸς ἀνὴρ ζώει κλοπίμων ἀπὸ χειρῶν. 
τέχνη τοι τρέφει ἄνδρας, ἀεργὸν δ᾽ ἴψατο λιμός. 
εἰ δέ TIC OY AEAAHKE τέχνην, σκάπτοιτο δικέλλῃ. 

It is interesting to observe that Phocylides has settled 
the difficulty with regard to occupation in the same way that 
presented itself to the Unjust Steward in the Gospel, when 
the prospect of losing his place was before him (οὐκ ἰσχύω 
σκάπτειν ἢ). 


1 This alternative of digging (for 
the man without a craft) comes out 
more clearly in an interesting tract 
attached to the works of Athanasius, 
called Syntagma Doctrine, which has 
preserved a great many of the sayings 
of the Διδαχή. The writer of the tract 


is extremely opposed to trade as a 
means of living, and regards it as only 
permissible in cases where a man has 
no craft and the land around him 
is not in cultivation. 

Migne, Patr. Gr. xxviii. col. 840. 
kal ὅλως μὴ πραγματεύον" πολλαὶ χώραι 
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We come now to the doctrine of the Last Things. 


Kn. Teaching xvi. 


> \ -“ > Li « / 
ἐν γὰρ ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις πλη- 


θυνθήσονται οἱ ψεγλοπροφηῖϊτδι καὶ οἱ φθορεῖς. 


Orac. Sib. 11. 165 


« \ / 5 \ “ 
ἡ δὲ συναίρεσις ἐγγὺς ὅταν 


\ ᾽ \ a 
τινες AVTL TIPOPHTWN 


ψεγλαπάται πελάσωσιν ἐπὶ χθονὶ φημίζοντες. 


κθ. Teaching xvi. 


\ , Ud <. ' Ὁ 
καὶ τότε φανήσεται ὁ KOTMOTIAANOC ὡς 


A , a , f 
vids θεοῦ καὶ ποιήςει CHMEIA καὶ TépaTa......Kal τότε φανήσεται 


τὰ σημεῖα τῆς ἀληθείας. 


Orac. Sib. τι. 167 


καὶ Βελιὰρ δ᾽ ἥξει καὶ cHMaTA πολλὰ TIOIHCEl. 


Orac. Sib. 111. 52 


ἐκ δὲ Σεβαστηνῶν ἥξει Βελιὰρ μετόπισθεν 


. . . . . 


- . . . 


καὶ νέκυας στήσει KAl CHMATA πολλὰ TIOIHCE! 


εἰσι μὴ σπειρείσαι καὶ οἱ οἰκοῦντες ἐὰν 
τέχνας μὴ ἔχωσιν ἀναγκάζονται πραγ- 
«ματεύειν. 

And the writer expresses himself to 
the same effect in col. 841: πρὸ παντὸς 
δὲ τέχνην ἐπιχειρεῖν" ἐν ἀγρῷ ἐργάζου 
ἵνα μὴ ἐσθίῃς ἄρτον ἀργόν " μᾶλλον δὲ ἐκ 
τῶν χειρῶν σου ἔχε πρὸς τὸ ἀναπαύειν 
ἀδελφοὺς καὶ ξένους καί, εἰ δυνατόν, χήρας 
καὶ ὀρφανοὺς καὶ μετρίους. 

I think we may conclude from this 
that the only interpretation which the 
Church put upon the language of the 
Teaching was that the alternative for 
a craft was agriculture. Nor is it to 
be neglected that in the preceding we 
find the expression ἐκ τῶν χειρῶν σου 
ἔχε of the person who is in a position 
to help others just as in the Διδαχή we 
have ἐὰν ἔχῃς διὰ τῶν χειρῶν cov. 

As remarked above, this tract is 
certainly modelled on the Teaching: 
the following coincidences may be 
noted: 

Col. 836. Κύριον τὸν θεόν cov aya- 

᾿ πήσεις ἐξ ὅλης καρδίας σου καὶ ἐξ ὅλης 


τῆς ψυχῆς σου καὶ τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς 
σεαυτόν: Οὐ φονεύσεις, οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὐ 
πορνεύσεις, οὐ παιδοφθορήσεις, οὐ φαρμα- 
κεύσεις, οὐ διχοστατήσεις kTE’ Cf. Διδ. 1. il. 

Col. 897. φυλάττεσθαί τε μὴ εἶναι 
δίλογον μὴ δίγνωμον μὴ ψεύστην μὴ 
κατάλαλον. ἥ 

ΟἿ Διὸ, τι- 
δίγλωσσος... οὐκ ἔσται ὁ λόγος σου ψευδής. 

Col. 837. μὴ μαγεύειν, μὴ φαρμα- 
κεύειν... μὴ ἀπέρχεσθαι πρὸς ἐπαοιδὸν 


οὐκ ἔσῃ διγνώμων οὐδὲ 


μήτε φυλακτήριον ἑαυτῷ περιτίθεναι μηδὲ 
περικαθαίρειν. 

Cf. Διδ. ii. ili. 

Col. 840. γίνου ταπεινὸς καὶ ἡσύχιος, 
τρέμων διὰ παντὸς τὰ λόγια τοῦ κυρίου. 

Cf. Διδ. 11. γίνου... ἡσύχιος καὶ ἀγαθὸς 
καὶ τρέμων τοὺς λόγους διὰ παντὸς οὕς 
ἤκουσας. 

Col. 844. 
προειρημένοις θεῷ ἐστιν ἀντιλέγων. Cf. 
Διδ. Vi. 

Col. 841. 
καὶ μὴ ἔχων τι ἀδικίας πρῶτον μὲν τὰς 
ἀπαρχὰς τοῖς ἱερεῦσι πρόσφερε. 


ΟἿ᾽ Aco Ὁ. σαῖς 


εἰ δέ τις ἀντιλέγει τοῖς 


δικαίως συνάγων καρποὺς 
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ἀνθρώποις, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχὶ τελεσφόρα ἔσσετ᾽ ἐν αὐτῷ 
ἀλλὰ πλᾶνὰ κτέ. 

Belial οὐ Beliar, as is well known, is the common name 
for Antichrist, who is to precede Messiah (at his second advent, 
according to Christian belief). Alexandre observes that he 
is said to come from Rome, the city of the Augusti. Ewald 
however thinks that we are here to understand Samaria, 
in which case Simon Magus presents himself, the ignis fatuus 
of early Church history’. 


rn. Teaching xvi. τότε ἥξει 4 KTIcic τῶν ἀνθρώπων εἰς 
THN πύρωσιν THC AOKIMACIAC. 


Orac. Sib. 11. 86 KA KTICIN αὐτὴν 
> a , \ > \ 7 
εἰς EN Y@Neycel καὶ εἰς καθαρὸν διαλέξει. 
Orac. Sib, viii. 412 
, \ “ Ν 2 Ν / 
χωνεύσω yap ἅπαντα καὶ εἰς καθαρὸν διαλέξω. 
Orac. Sib. τι. 217 ἀλλ᾽ ἅμα πάντα 
> ἃ , \ 2 Ν / 
εἰς Ev χωνεύσει καὶ εἰς καθαρὸν διαλέξει. 


In these quotations the Sibyllists of the second and third 
books seem to have imitated the earlier Sibyllist of the eighth, 
who himself presents a text very like a versification of the 
Teaching. Friedlieb, however, believes the portion of the third 
book from which the quotation is made, vv. 46—96, to be 
pre-Christian! (Die Verse 46—96 gehoren einem Verfasser 


1 A very interesting discussion as to 
the place where Antichrist will appear 
is found in the Questiones ad Antio- 
chum, bound up with the Works of 
Athanasius (Migne, Patr. Gr. xxviii.). 
In this treatise, which has many sug- 
gestive analogies with the Teaching, 
it is argued that Antichrist is dis- 
tinguished from Christ at his second 
Adyent, by the fact that he appears in 
one special place, whereas the Son of 
Man appears as the lightning from East 
to West. It is agreed that he will 
raise the dead (cf. the νέκυας στήσει 
of the third Sibylline); and his place 


of appearing is Galilee, or more exact- 
ly Scythopolis, because it is written, 
‘Dan is a lion’s whelp, he shall leap 
from Bashan.’ Here we have another 
early belief, namely that the Anti- 
christ comes of the tribe of Dan, be- 
cause this tribe is not mentioned in 
the sealing of the 144,000 in the 
Apocalypse (cf. Irenzeus, v. xxx. 1). It 
is worth notice that, although most of 
these beliefs are early, the Teaching 
does not contain them, and confines 
itself to a much more simple state- 
ment, 


1—9 


18 THE TEACHING OF THE APOSTLES 


an, der nicht viel friiher als 31 v. Chr. gelebt haben kann. 
Ῥ. XXXVI1.) 


ra. Teaching xvi. οἱ δὲ ὑπομείναντες ἐν TH πίστει αὐτῶν 
σωθήσονται ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ τοῦ καταθέματος. 
Orac. Sib. τι. 258 
\ Ἀ >? > , a 
Kal τότε δὴ πάντες δι᾿ αἰθομένου ποταμοῖο 
καὶ φλογὸς ἀσβέστου διελεύσονθ᾽, οἱ δὲ δίκαιοι 
πάντες σωθήσονται. 


Here it will be observed that the Sibyllist regards all 
the human race as involved in the fiery destruction of the 
world, but the righteous as able to find deliverance. This 
may perhaps confirm us in the belief that the difficult passage 
in the Teaching is to be translated: “ But they that have 
been stedfast in their faith shall be saved from under the 
curse itself,” i.e. the common curse of the destruction of the old 
order by fire of which the writer of the Teaching has been 
speaking in the early part of the sentence: in which case 
we escape the idea that τὸ κατάθεμα is here a veiled allusion to 


Christ. 


λβ. Teaching xvi. καὶ τότε φανήσεται τὰ οημεῖὰ τῆς 
ἀληθείας, πρῶτον, σημεῖον ἐκπετάσεως ἐν οὐρανῷ, εἶτα σημεῖον 
φωνῆς σάλπιγγος, καὶ τὸ τρίτον ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν. 

Orac. Sib. ii. 187 

καὶ τόθ᾽ ὁ θεσβίτης ye ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ ἅρμα τιταίνων 
οὐράνιον, γαίῃ δ᾽ ἐπιβὰς τότε CHMATA τρισοὰ 
κόσμῳ ὅλῳ δείξει. 

The belief in the appearance of Elias before the Advent 
(coming first to restore all things) is common both to Jews 
and Christians. What is curious in the foregoing is_ that 
the triple signs of the Teaching are exactly imitated in the 
Sibyllines ; though it is not easy to tell from the context what 
were the special signs that the writer had in mind. 


5 faite, : 
Ay. Teaching xvi. ἥξει 6 κύριος Kai πάντες οἱ ἅγιοι 
? b) a / 1 ς / 

μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ. τότε ὄψεται ὁ κόσμος τὸν κύριον ἐρχόμενον ἐπάνω 

τῶν νεφελῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 
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Orac. Sab. τι. 242 
ἥξει δ᾽ ἐν νεφέλῃ πρὸς τ᾽ ἄφθιτον ἄφθιτος αὐτὸς 
ἐν δόξῃ Χριστὸς σὺν ἀμύμοσιν ἀγγελτῆρσι. 

These passages shew conclusively, as it seems to me, that 
there must have been amongst some of the Sibyllists a 
very close acquaintance with the Teaching of the Apostles. 
A few of the coimcidences noted may be imaginary, and no 
doubt there are others not here noted which present various 
traces of parallelism; but the majority of the quoted cases 
cannot be accidental. Let us analyse them and see in what 
parts of the Sibylline books they are most frequent. 

If we arrange the books in the chronological order suggested 
by Alexandre we have the following result : 


Number of Period assigned by Alexandre. 

allusions. 
Book iii. § 2 (97—294) 1 165 8.6. 
Book iti. 8 4 (489—fin.) 1 165 B.c. 
Book iv. 2 Titus 
Procm. 0 Trajan 
Book viii. § 1 (1—216) 4 Trajan 
Book viii. ὃ 2 (217—429) 1 Antoninus Pius 
Book ili. 8 3 (295—488) 0 Antoninus Pius 
Book vy. 1 Antoninus Pius 
Book vi. 1 234 A.D. 
Book vii. 1 234 a.p. 
Book viii. 8 8 (480—480) 0 250? a.D. 
Book viii. § 4 (481—fin.) 1 250? a.p. 
Book i. 0 250 A.D. 
Book ii. 30 250 a.p. (except Ps. Phocyl.) 
Book iii. § 1 (1—96) 3 250 A.D. 
Book xi. 0 267 A.D. 
Book xii. 0 267 A.D. 
Book xiii. 0 267 A.D. 
Book xiv. 0 267 A.D. 


It will be observed in the foregoing that there are con- 
siderable difficulties connected with the determination of the 
quoter and quoted in the successive coincidences. Nor are 
these difficulties diminished if we adopt the conclusions of other 
critics. For instance the following are the conclusions arrived 


αὖ by Ewald (Entstehung, Inhalt und Werth der Sibyllinischen 
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Bicher, Gottingen, 1858). There are eight separate compo- 
sitions in the collection: viz.: 


Date, 

i. Book iii. 97—828 c. 124 5.6. 

1. Book iy. 6. 80 A.D. 

lili. Book νυ. 52—530 c. 80 A.D. 

iv. Books vi. vii. and v. (1—51) 138 a.p. 

v. Book viii. 1—360 6. 211 a.p. 
vi. Book viii. 361—500 (non-Sibylline) Second cent. 
vii. Books i. ii. iii. (1—96) c. 300 Α.Ρ. 
vili. Books xi.—xiv. Seventh cent. 


Friedlieb however (Oracula Sibyllina, Lipsiz, 1852) arrives 
at the following conclusions: 


Proom. 160 B.c. 

Book 111. 97—807 

Book iti. 46—96 Just before Actium=31 8.0. 
Book iii. 1—45 ? 

Book iy. 80 A.D. 

Book xi. 17:5 8 Ὁ 

Book v. Hadrian 

Book vii. 1—216, 337—429 Marcus Aurelius 

Book vii. Last half of second cent. 
Books i. ii. c. 200 a.D. 

Book viii. 217—336, 4830—501 6. 200 Α.Ρ. 

Book vi. oes 

Book xii. Middle of third cent. 
Book xiii. After 260 a.p. 

Book xiv. Third cent. 


It will be observed that all these critics place a part of the 
Third Book (which we have credited with two quotations from 
the Διδαχή or conversely) in the second century before Christ. 
One of these (’) may perhaps be a fragment of the commonly 
received ethics of the time, upon which the Teaching un- 
doubtedly builds. The other (vs’), however, is a more striking 
reference to the Teaching, and I do not see how to reconcile 
it with the date assigned to this part of the book, except 
by assuming that the Sibyllist has been re-handled by some 
early Christian or that both the Sibyllist and the writer of 
the Teaching are working up the same passages in Leviticus. 
The parallels from the Fourth Book present no difficulty. 
The passages need not even be regarded as Christian: probably 
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they express Essene characteristics which this book has absorbed 
in common with the Teaching. The Baptism, &c. to which 
allusion is made would thus be the initiatory (or repeated) 
rites of the most enlightened of the Jewish sects. 

No other difficulty presents itself in the existence of 
quotations from the Teaching, except in so far as relates to 
the Second Book from which more than 60 per cent. of our 
illustrations are derived. If these quotations were only found 
in the text of the Second Book and not in the poem of 
Phocylides, a large part of which has been inserted in the text, 
all would be clear. There is nothing strange in the versification 
of the sentiments of the Teaching by a writer of the second 
or third century. Pseudo-Phocylides has however been com- 
monly reckoned as an Alexandrian Jew of a period perhaps 
as early as the second century before Christ: and it would 
be strange indeed if an ethical poem written at such a 
time should present very close imitations of the Teaching. 
No such supposition, however, is necessary; and we are 
surprised that the belief in the antiquity of the so-called 
Pseudo-Phocylides should ever have been so widely diffused. 
For instance we find Ewald placing it at a date equal to and 
perhaps earlier than the earliest portions of the Third Book 
of the Oracles’. 

Not that this early date is by any means universally 
agreed upon. One of the things that has further surprised me 
in the writing of the present tract is the fact that my friend 
Paul Sabatier, who has written such an excellent pamphlet 
upon the Jewish colcuring of the Teaching of the Apostles, 
assigned the poem of Pseudo-Phocylides to the middle of 
the first century and indicated its relation to the Teaching 
but seems to have missed the coincidences which are here 
poited out. For instance he remarks on Ὁ. 51 of his 


1 Pp. 41. ‘ Vorziiglich haben sich 
noch die etwa 230 Zeilen gnomischer 
Dichtung unter Phokylides’ Namen 
erhalten, welche im Grunde einen 
tihnlichen Zweck verfolgen und die in 
griechischer Sprachfarbe und dichter- 
ischer Kunst eine so grosse Ahnlichkeit 


mit unserm Gedichte haben, dass man 
leicht vermuthen kénnte, sie seien von 
demselben Dichter, wenn nicht andre 
Griinde zeigten dass sie doch vielmehr 
von einem andern und yon einem 
etwas altern Dichter abstammten.” 
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pamphlet, “L’auteur de la Didaché efit été, sans doute, plus 
explicite sil avait voulu parler des Montanistes. Les con- 
clusions auxquelles il arrive sont trés voisines de celles du 
Pseudo-Phocylide, qui écrivit vers le milieu du premier siecle 
un manuel de morale juive simplifiée pour les paiens.” And again 
on p. 78, “Nous voyons dans l’auteur de notre document un 
des réprésentants de cette école assez nombreuse au premier 
siecle qui voulait faire du judaisme et plus tard du christianisme 
une religion déiste pour tous les peuples. Un homme qui, vers 
le milieu du siecle, écrivit, sous le nom usurpé du_ célébre 
moraliste grec Phocylide, un petit cours de morale naturelle 
juive, simplifié A usage des nons-Juifs, s’arrétait ἃ. des solu- 
tions analogues. Cet honnéte faussaire n’essaye nullement de 
convertir son lecteur au judaisme, il cherche seulement ἃ lui 
inculquer les préceptes noachiques et quelques régles juives, 
bien adoucies sur les viandes et sur le mariage.” I regard these 
sentences as containing some of the most important things yet 
said with regard to the Teaching; and it will probably be 
before long an accepted conclusion that M. Sabatier and the 
authorities whom he has followed, have assigned the date of 
Phocylides more nearly than has been usually given, if it is 
not also agreed that Phocylides is an actual simplification of 
an earlier ethical treatise. 

It is largely upon the investigations of Jacob Bernays that 
this view of the early date of the Phocylidea has been estab- 
lished. Now Bernays goes to work to determine the inferior 
and superior limits of time within which the ποίημα vov- 
θετικόν from which the Sibyllist borrowed must be confined, 
and he concludes that the circulation of the LXX. translation 
of the Scriptures is a superior limit, while the absence 
of all traces of the New Testament and of Christianity 
furnishes us with an inferior limit somewhere in the time of 
Nero. (Verbietet also zunachst das Fehlen jeder neutestament- 
lichen Spur ἄρον 150 n. Chr. hinabzusteigen, so zwingt dann 
ferner das deutliche Absehen auf Besserung der Heiden hinter 
70 n. Chr. zuriick. Mithin bilden die zwei Jahrhunderte von 
der Regierung des Philometor bis auf die des Nero der Bereich 
welcher fiir die Abfassung des Gedichts mit Wahrscheinlichkeit 


AND THE SIBYLLINE BOOKS. 23 


sich abstecken liisst’.) Beyond this point Bernays does not go 
except to make a guess that the writer of the poem was 
either a contemporary or a successor of the Alexandrian Jew 
Aristobulus. 

The fact is that Bernays was carried too far in his opposition 
to Scaliger’s theory that the poem was more likely to have had 
a Christian origin. He maintained that there was not only 
no trace of the New Testament but also that one would look in 
vain for any traces of the early Christian Διδασκαλία. (In 
dem ganzen Gedicht findet sich keine einzige, die Priifung 
aushaltende Beziehung auf das Neue Testament; nirgends ist 
eigenthiimlich christliche Redeweise zu entdecken: vergebens 
wird man nach christlichen Einfliissen auf die Moral forschen : 
und ebenso vergeblich ist das Suchen nach Spuren irgend eines 
der concreten christologischen Lehrstiicke wie sie in den Zeiten 
vor Fixirung der christlichen Urkunden weit mehr noch als die 
Moral von Freund und Feind gepredigt oder angegriffen wur- 
den*.) The examination of our quotations will, I believe, 
enable us to meet this statement with a strong negative. Not 
only does it appear that the Teaching of the Apostles has been 
directly versified, but a little further investigation will shew 
that the Sibyllist knew that the book he was appropriating was 
a versification of the Teaching. For he concludes his extract 
with the words 

οὗτος ἀγών, ταῦτ᾽ ἐστιν ἀέθλια, ταῦτα βραβεῖα, 

τοῦτο πύλη ZWHC καὶ εἴσοδος ABANACIAC. 
-And these remind one at a glance of the Doctrine of the 
‘Two Ways. (Compare the ending of the Fourth Chapter of the 
Teaching.) Not only does he quote Phocylides where Phocylides 
quotes the Teaching but he quotes or has analogies with the 
Teaching in places where no parallel is found in Phocylides, 
just as Phocylides has one or two passages which remind one 
of the Teaching in the part of the book which the Sibyllist did 
not appropriate, and even seems to refer to it in a passage 
quoted at the beginning of the present paper. Both writers, 
therefore, should be held to be subsequent to the Διδαχή: and 


1 Das Phocylidische Gedicht, p. 14. 2 expe 14: 
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it is no longer necessary, with Bernays, to omit certain lines 
from the Phocylidean text on account of an assumed Christian 
flavour: such a line as (32) which Bernays rejects, 
αἷμα δὲ μὴ hayéew εἰδωλοθύτων ἀπέχεσθαι, 

may very well be a part of the original Phocylidea. And now 
what will be the effect of these remarks upon our verdict with 
regard to the date of the Avéayyn? When we regard the traces 
of its use in the various early Sibyllists, allow time for its 
diffusion and its subsequent translation into poetical language, 
and again for the diffusion of the versified form so that it might 
come into the hands of a Sibylline writer of (let us say) the 
middle of the third century, I think we must admit that the 
hypothesis that the Avéay7 is a document of the second century 
is no longer tenable and must be abandoned. 

But then the question arises as to whether the writer who 
thus presents his ethics under the attractive pseudonym of 
Phocylides* has fairly handled the book of doctrine which 
we have assumed him to versify? Why has he omitted all 
references to the Gospels which are found in the Teaching, and 
why is his morality so often inferior, as in such a case as line 31 
where it is hard to believe that the writer has reached the point 
where he is prepared to turn the cheek to the smiter ? 


τὸ ξίφος ἀμφιβωλοῦ μὴ πρὸς φόνον ἀλλ᾽ ἐς ἄμυναν. 
It is only in a modern sense, since the lambs have been more or 
less turned into wolves, that we can regard this sentiment as 


1 We are assuming the antiquity of 
the pseudonym on the faith of the 


τούτους ἐξ ἀρχῆς μέχρι τέλους ἀγαπῶ: 


which is like the following in Ps. 


mss. which add it to their margin. 
There is not sufficient evidence for the 
use of this name by the author, and it 
may only have been attached from the 
aphoristic character of the writing 
and the incorporation of the senti- 
ments and maxims of the real Pho- 
cylides into the text: e.g. in the frag- 
ments of Phocylides as edited by Bergk, 
we find: 

οὐδένα θωπεύω πρὸς ὑπόκρισιν" ots δ᾽ 

ἄρα τιμῶ, 


Phoe. 218: 
στέργε φίλους ἄχρις θανάτου, πίστις yap 
ἀμείνων. 


The 87th line of Ps. Phocylides 
(which Bernays rejects), 
μηδὲ δίκην δικάσῃς πρὶν ἄμφω μῦθον 


ἀκουσῇς, 


is also edited among the fragments of 
Phocylides, 
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Christian. It expresses, however, with perfect accuracy the 
Essene morality. (Bell. Jud. 1. vii. 4.) Nor are there wanting 
other traces of Essenism. Josephus tells us of the Essenes, 
τοῖς ἑτέρωθεν ἥκουσιν αἱρετισταῖς ἀναπέπταται τὰ Tap’ αὐτοῖς 
ὁμοίως ὥσπερ ἴδια κτὲ, and we find what looks like a versi- 
fication of it in Ps. Phocylidest 39 ἕστωσαν δ᾽ ὁμότιμοι 
ἐπήλυδες ἐν πολιήταις, and the Essene sentiment as I think 
we may take it to be which is found in 1 Tim. vi. 10 is in exact 
correspondence with Ps. Phocylides 40 ἡ φιλοχρημοσύνη μήτηρ 
κακότητος ἁπάσης. 

It seems to me, therefore, that we must either assume that 
the Phocylidist of the First Century has produced a morality 
to be described in M. Sabatier’s way, as “simplifiée pour les 
paiens,’ or we must fall back upon the existence of an earlier 
and more rudimentary Teaching, ethically more continuous 
with the Jewish Schools and perhaps somewhat earlier than 
the Christian era. There is no reason in the nature of things 
against the existence of a Jewish or Essene Διδαχή when 
we consider how actively proselytism was being carried on 
about the time of the Christian Era and reflect that our 
own Apostolic Teaching must have been called into existence 
by somewhat similar circumstances. I see that M. Masse- 
bieau has made a similar suggestion (Revue de Ul Histoire 
des feligions x. 2, p. 158), “Dans ces prescriptions qui 
sanctionnent un certain nombre de coutumes juives j’ai cru 
pouvoir distinguer les traces d’un enseignement destiné aux 
prosélytes juifs avant d’étre utilisé pour les catéchuménes 
chrétiens.” I think we may be confirmed in this view by a 
study of the ethics of the works of Philo. 

For example, it is interesting to observe that Philo in his 
treatise De Specialibus Legibus includes under the discussion 
of the Law against Murder the case of those who use poisons 
and magic arts, and of persons who destroy unborn children or 
expose those that have been born. (Ed. Mangey ii. 314 εἰσὶ 


1 It makes little difference whether to explain the agreement of the separate 
the origin of such hospitalities be found writers in emphasizing the same Le- 
in the Pentateuch: for we have still  vitical precepts. 
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δὲ ἕτεροι πονηρότατοι, χερσὶ καὶ γνώμαις ἐναγεῖς, οἱ μάγοι Kal 
φαρμακευταί, id. 11. 318 εἰ γὰρ τοῦ μηδέπω ταῖς ὡρισμέναις 
τῶν καιρῶν περίοδοις ἀποκυηθέντος προνοητέον, ὡς μὴ ἐξ ἐπι- 
βουλῆς τι δεινὸν πάθοι, πῶς οὐχὶ μᾶλλον τοῦ τελειογονηθέντος :) 
In the case last mentioned he refers to carnivorous birds and 
beasts that may prey upon exposed infants just as does the 
Phocylidist. 

Or let us compare the rules given for the distribution of the 
firstfruits in Philo’s treatise de Praemiis Sacerdotum with the 
similar passage in the Teaching. Philo describes the first- 
fruits as being the priest’s dues in dough and wine and oil and 
every other form of property. (Mangey 11. 233 κελεύει. yap 
τοὺς σιτοποιοῦντας ἀπὸ παντὸς στέατός τε Kal φυράματος 
ἄρτον ἀφαιρεῖν ἀπαρχὴν εἰς ἱερέων χρῆσιν...... Δεύτερον δὲ 
προστάττει καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς ἄλλης ἁπάσης κτήσεως ἀπάρχεσθαι, 
καθ᾽ ἑκάστην μὲν ληνὸν οἶνον, καθ᾽ ἑκάστην δὲ ἅλωνα σῖτον τε 
καὶ κριθήν, ὁμοίως δὲ ἐξ ἐλαιῶν ἔλαιον-“...... ὡς γοῦν ἡγεμόσι 
φόρους ἀπὸ παντὸς μέρους κτήσεως δίδοσθαι κελεύει.) 

The parallelism is close between the way in which Philo 
describes the Mosaic rights of the priesthood and the language 
of the Teaching. Is there anything at all unlikely that the 
Teaching has incorporated the sentences as to firstfruits from 
a current book of discipline for the Jewish proselytes of the 
day, who could not be supposed to extract for themselves from 
the Scriptures the precepts which were especially binding upon 
them ? 

Perhaps it will be said that if this supposition be correct, 
there is no need to dispute Bernays’ date for the Phocylidea, to 
which we can give any date we please by pushing back the 
assumed book of discipline to a sufficiently early period. The 
answer to this is that Ps. Phocylides can only by extremely 
rough criticism be divested of sentiments which are either 
Christian or differ very slightly therefrom ; and that the whole 
tenor of the writing is exactly what can be illustrated by the 
first century. Take for example the following parallels with 
the language of one of the earliest Christian books, the epistle 
of James, and one can feel the period to which the book 


belongs : 
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Ps. Phoc. 19. μισθὸν μοχθήσαντι didov’ μὴ θλῖβε πένητα. 
144. ἐξ ὀλίγου σπινθῆρος ἀθέσφατος αἴθεται ὕλη. 
110. οὐδεὶς γινώσκει τί μεταύριον ἢ τί μεθ᾽ ὥραν. 
The question which arises as to the portions of our present 
Teaching to which a somewhat earlier date should be assigned 
is more difficult and must be left to better heads than mine. It 
is probable that some one will see his way to make the necessary 
analysis. On the other hand it is scarcely to be doubted that 
exceptions will be taken by some to the conclusions drawn in 
the foregoing pages and it may be denied that Ps. Phocylides 
has versified either our Διδαχή or an earlier form. Let the 
matter be referred to those who are in seats of judgment. In 
any case I do not think it will be longer contended that the 
two writings in question which shew such similarity of thought, 
are to be referred, one to the second century before Christ, and 
the other to the second century of the Christian era. 


APPENDIX. 


I. On the Tract De Virginitate ascribed to Athanasius. 


Mr De Romestin has given in his book on the Teaching, 
an extract from the above treatise, which he quotes from a 
review in the Church Quarterly for July 1884. The quotation 
shews that when the early prayer of the Church gave way to 
more theological forms, it was preserved for use at the daily 
meal of communities of virgins, which we may thus regard as 
survivals of the early Christian Agape. But this is not all, 
for the little tract in which the prayer is found contains other 
traces of the Teaching, such as a positive reference to the 
Doctrine of the Two Ways, a second prayer with much in 
common with the last prayer of the Thankmeal, and it concludes 
with injunctions to vigilance, and the trimming of the lamp of 
the spiritual life and service, just as the Teaching does. 

The tract in question may be some time later than Athana- 
sius; the quotations in it will be valuable as coming from all 
parts of the Teaching. The passages referred to are subjoined ; 
the references being to Volume xxvull. of Migne’s Patrologia 
Greca. 


~ Nite: lal 3 \ \ / \ ” 
Col. 205. καὶ ὅταν καθεσθῇς ἐπὶ τὴν τραπέζην καὶ ἔρχῃ 
a ? \ a nr 
κλᾶσαι τὸν ἄρτον, σφραγίσασα αὐτὸν τρίτον' τὸ σημεῖον τοῦ 
fal an , ’ “-“ 
σταυροῦ οὕτως εὐχαριστοῦσα λέγε. εὐχαριστοῦμέν σοι, IlaTep 
a @ lal id / > }} , \ lal nr 
ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ τῆς ἁγίας ἀναστάσεώς aov' διὰ yap ᾿Ιησοῦ τοῦ 
, ¢ a ’ , 
παιδός σου ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν αὐτήν. καὶ καθὼς ὁ ἄρτος οὗτος 
« lal ¢ , an 
διεσκορπισμένος ὑπῆρχεν ὁ ἐπάνω ταύτης τῆς τραπέζης Kai 
\ 2 / “ ey > Ud ¢ > / > Si 
συναχθεὶς ἐγένετο ἕν, οὕτως ἐπισυναχθήτω ἡ ᾿Εκκλησία ἀπὸ 
lal / a rn > \ a la) 
TOV περάτων τῆς γῆς εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν σου, ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ 
«ς , > A fel lal 
δύναμις Kai ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν αἰώνων, ἀμήν. καὶ 
ταύτην μὲν τὴν εὐχὴν ἐν τῷ κλᾶν τὸν ἀρτ t θέλειν ἐσθί 
NV μὲν τὴν εὐχὴν ἐν τῷ KVE ρτον καὶ θέλειν ἐσθίειν, 
3, / 
ὀφείλεις λέγειν. 


1 Query τρὶς. 
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Col. 268. καὶ μετὰ τὴν δοξολογίαν πάλιν τὴν εὐχὴν TANPO- 
σον λέγουσα οὕτως. 6 Θεός, 6 παντοκράτωρ, καὶ Κύριος ἡμῶν 
᾿Ιησοῦς Χριστὸς τὸ ὄνομα τὸ ὑπὲρ πᾶν ὄνομα, εὐχαριστοῦμεν 

ρ μ ρ ρ 
καὶ αἰνοῦμέν σε ὅτι κατηξίωσας ἡμῖν μεταλαβεῖν τῶν ἀγαθῶν 
τῶν σῶν, τῶν σαρκικῶν τροφῶν. δεόμεθα καὶ παρακαλοῦμέν 
σε, Κύριε, ἵνα καὶ τὰς ἐπουρανίους τροφὰς ἡμῖν δωρήσῃ. καὶ 
δὸ Cua / \ a \ \ \ ἊΣ ” / 
ὃς ἡμῖν τρέμειν καὶ φοβεῖσθαι τὸ φρικτὸν Kal ἔντιμον ὄνομά 
σου, καὶ μὴ παρακούειν τῶν ἐντολῶν σου. τὸν νόμον σου καὶ τὰ 
δικαιώματά σου ἐγκατάθου ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις ἡμῶν. ἁγίασον δὲ 
ἡμῶν τὸ πνεῦμα καὶ τὴν ψυχὴν καὶ τὸ σῶμα, διὰ τοῦ ἡγαπημέ- 
’ na “ a / ¢ a e 
vou ἸΠαιδός σου ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ Kupiov ἡμῶν κτέ. 

Col. 2313. τί λέγεις, ἄνθρωπε; ᾿Ιδοὺ δύο ὁδοὶ παρετέθηκαν 
5.6 Ὁ , ς \ SG , = eh 2\ , “ 
ἐνώπιόν σου, ἡ ζωὴ καὶ 6 θάνατος" ὅπου ἐὰν θέλῃς πορεύου. 

Col. 279. πάσῃ ὥρᾳ μὴ λειψάτω ἔλαιον τῇ λαμπάδι σου, 

\ , » ς , \ “ Sa a 
μὴ πότε ἔλθη ὁ νύμφιος Kal εὕρῃ αὐτὴν σβεσθεῖσαν. 

It is easy to see the influence of the Teaching in these 
passages, when we are sure, as from the first quotation, that the 
writer had that book in his head or hand. 


II. Some traces of the Teaching in early apocryphal writings. 


Precisely in the same way as we find the sentiments of the 
early Jewish parties in their apocryphal writings, and the 
survival of primitive Christian manners and communism in 
monastic organisations, we may notice some traces of early 
Christian ways in the legendary accounts of the lives of its 
early teachers. Nowhere else shall we find, for instance, such 
clear statements of the simplicity and the independence of the 
apostolic life. And the Teaching of the Apostles may often be 
directly illustrated from these apocryphal itineraries. For 
example, in the so-called Acts of John, which we possess in two 
forms, attributed to his disciples Prochorus and Leucius respec- 
tively, we almost always find that the Apostle goes through 
the process of initiation with his converts in the following order; 
he teaches them, he baptizes them, he eats with them, and 
frequently accepts their hospitality for a day or two. In no 
‘case have I noted more than a three days’ stay, which it will be 


1 Perhaps for τὸ ὄνομό σου. 
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remembered is just over the superior limit set by the Διδαχή 
to keep the Apostle from turning into a false prophet. 

The following passages, with references to Zahn’s edition, 
may be found acceptable. 


5 c t \ ᾿ 
p. 32. μετὰ οὖν τὸ διδαχθῆναι ὑπὸ ᾿Ιωᾶάννου τὸν Διοσκορί- 
», / ’ \ / 3 / / ᾽ A 
δην... ἔπεσεν Διοσκορίδης εἰς τοὺς πόδας ᾿Ιωάννου λέγων αὐτῷ, 
rn “ Ν \ \ « - , 
ἄνθρωπε τοῦ θεοῦ, βάπτισον καὶ ἐμέ... καὶ λαβὼν ἡμᾶς πάλιν 
a 7 5 rn \ / Crow 
Διοσκορίδης ἀπήγαγεν ἐν TO οἴκῳ αὐτοῦ καὶ παρέθηκεν ἡμῖν 
/ \ 3 7 a a , fal \ 
τράπεζαν Kal εὐχαριστήσαντος τῷ θεῷ μετελάβομεν τροφῆς καὶ 
/ ’ > a \ / 
ἐμείναμεν Tap αὐτῷ THY ἑσπέραν. 
ind \ δέ 2 \ \ \ -“ Ν 2 \ a | siya 
p. 35. καὶ ἐδίδαξεν αὐτοὺς Ta περὶ Tov πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ 
fal / \ Ca 
καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος καὶ ἐβάπτισεν... καὶ παρέθηκεν ἡμῖν 
, 
τράπεζαν. 
ἊΣ , ’ \ A ee) / ? yv 
p. 112. καὶ κατήχησεν αὐτὸν καὶ ἐβάπτισεν εἰς ὄνομα πα- 
\ A ἘῚ ἰσὰ \ «ς / Ud \ > / ’ > lal A 
τρὸς Kal υἱοῦ καὶ ἁγίου πνεύματος καὶ ἐμείναμεν παρ᾽ αὐτῷ τὴν 
fc be / 
ἡμέραν ἐκείνην. 
Ν Ν \ Lt arnt ς / 
p. 127. καὶ ἐδίδαξεν αὐτοὺς τὰ περὶ πατρὸς υἱοῦ Kal ἁγίου 
/ \ 3. /, > \ \ if an 
πνεύματος καὶ ἐβάπτισεν αὐτοὺς Kal πάντα τὸν οἴκον αὐτῆς καὶ 
’ ᾽ is / nr 
ἐμείναμεν TAP αὐτῇ ἡμέρας τρεῖς. 


And so passim. 


III. On χάρις as a name of the Messiah. 


In the tenth chapter of the Teaching, among the ejaculatory 
utterances at the close of the final prayer of the Thankmeal, 
we have ἐλθέτω χάρις καὶ παρελθέτω ὁ κόσμος οὗτος. ᾿Ὡσαννὰ 
τῷ υἱῷ Δαβίδ...Μαραναθά. In his tract upon the Teaching, 
M. Bonet-Maury made the following remark upon this passage, 
“Que la grace, cest ὦ dire, le Christ, paraisse;” upon which I 
remarked, as follows, in the American Journal of Philology 
(Vol. vi. 1. 103), “the thought suggests itself to us, may not the 
word χάρις be an actual misreading of the abbreviated yps ?” 
It will be seen from this that I accepted M. Bonet-Maury’s 
view, that the reference to grace has nothing to do with the 
benediction at the close of the meeting, but that it is chiliastic. 
It seems to me that this view is supported by the reference 
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which immediately follows to the “Son of David” and by the 
Maranatha. It may, however, be doubted whether there is any 
need to emend the text, as suggested by me; for χάρις may 
perhaps be an actual early title of the Messiah. Thus, in the 
Acts of John already quoted, we have on p. 220 a scrap of a 
Christian hymn, containing 
δόξα σοι rove. δόξα σοι χάρις, 

and on p. 223 we have a list of titles of our Lord beginning 
with σταυρὸς (readers of the Sibylline books will remember the 
acrostic, Ἰησοῦς Χριστὸς Θεοῦ Tids Σταυρὸς) and ending with 
χάρις. , 

ὁ σταυρὸς 6 τοῦ φωτὸς ποτὲ μὲν λόγος καλεῖται ὑπ᾽ ἐμοῦ 
dv ὑμᾶς, ποτὲ δὲ νόος, ποτὲ δὲ χριστός, ποτὲ θύρα, ποτὲ ὁδός, 
ποτὲ ἄρτος, ποτὲ σπόρος, ποτὲ ἀνάστασις, ποτὲ ᾿Ιησοῦς, ποτὲ 
πατήρ, ποτὲ πνεῦμα, ποτὲ ζωή, ποτὲ ἀληθεία, ποτὲ πιστίς, ποτὲ 
χάρις. 

It has been pointed out to me that the Talmud (Sanhedrin, 
98 b) on Jer. xvi. 13 (“I will not give you 733M”) makes 
Chanina to be one of the names of the Messiah; now this word 
is only a modification of "7 = χάρις". 


IV. On the Maranatha Cry in the early Christian Assemblies. 


The following additional remarks may be made upon this 
subject beyond the explanations and references given elsewhere. 
First there seems to have been a correct tradition among early 
Christian writers as to its meaning. The following passages 
have come under my notice. Ps. Athanasius, Quest. in ep. 
Pauli (Migne, Patr. Gr. xxviii. 760), τὶ λέγει" εἴ τις ov φιλεῖ τὸν 
κύριον ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦν Χριστὸν ἤτω ἀνάθεμα. Μαρὰν ἀθά. 
Τούτεστι" χωρίσατε αὐτὸν ἀπὸ τῆς ᾿κκλησίας καὶ τῶν πιστῶν 


in the Church (cf. Jerome de Nom. 
Heb. Anna, gratia ejus, and Lex. Gr. 


1 Cf. Philo, Quod deus immutabilis, 
2. Τούτου γίνεται μαθητρὶς καὶ διάδοχος 


Αννα τῆς τοῦ θεοῦ δώρημα σοφίας" ἑρ- 
μηνεύεται γὰρ χάρις αὐτῆς. It is con- 
ceivable that this interpretation which 
was certainly common at an early date 


Nom. ᾿Αννὰ χάρις αὐτῆς) may be the 
reason for the division ws ἀννὰ which 
we find in Greek mss. and in early 
printed Greek Testaments. 
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καὶ ἔστω κεχωρισμένος ἀπὸ τοῦ λαοῦ ὁ μὴ πιστεύων" Ὃ γὰρ 
κύριος ἦλθε" τοῦτο γὰρ ἑρμηνεύει τὸ Μαρὰν ada. 

John Damascene: (Migne xcv. 706) ἐπειδὴ πάντων τῶν 
κακῶν ὁ τῦφος αἴτιος ἦν καὶ τούτων δὲ τὸν τῦφον ἡ ἔξωθεν 
σοφία ἐποίει καὶ τοῦτο τὸ κεφάλαιον ἣν τῶν κακῶν, κατα- 
στέλλων αὐτὴν οὐδὲ ᾿Ελλάδι κέχρηται φωνῇ ἀλλὰ τῇ ‘EBpaisu, 
δεικνὺς ὅτι οὐ μόνον καταισχύνεται τὴν ἰδιωτείαν ἀλλὰ καὶ μετὰ 
πολλῆς τῆς θερμέίτητος ἀσπάζεται. Τί δέ ἐστιν τὸ Μαραναθά; 
ὅτι ὁ κύριος ἦλθεν. 

More interesting is the remark (if it should turn out to be 
correct) that this cry was known to the mob in Alexandria as 
early as the year 38. We are informed by Philo in his 
treatise against Flaccus (ed. Mangey ii. 522) that the rabble 
in Alexandria amused themselves by mocking at a half-witted 
creature, of the name of Carabas, whom they adorned with a 
paper crown and rush sceptre and saluted with cries of Mapu. 
εἶτ᾽ ἐκ περιστῶτος ἐν κύκλῳ πλήθους ἐξήχει βοή τις ἄτοπος, 
Μάριν ἀποκαλούντων᾽ οὕτως δέ φασι τὸν κύριον ὀνομάζεσθαι 
παρὰ Σύροις" ἤδεισαν yap ᾿Αγρίππαν καὶ γένει Σύρον κτὲ. 

We observe in this account that Philo does not profess any 
acquaintance with Aramaic but takes his interpretation from 
the crowd: and the question arises as to how the mob knew 
more Aramaic than Philo. Further the assumption made by 
Philo that in thus mocking the madman as a Syrian king, the 
people were intent on insulting King Agrippa, is probably or at 
least partly gratuitous; for the details of the sport of the boys 
shew traces of an imitation of facts recorded in the Gospels. 
Is it unreasonable to suppose that we have here the earliest 
trace of the circulation of oral accounts describing the fate of 
the founder of Christianity and the manner of worship of his 
followers’ ? 


1 Of course if the popular Syrian 
word which the Alexandrians shouted 
is Mapdv, there is no room for a con- 
jecture that we should divide the words 
Mapay ἀθά differently. Such a sug- 
gestion is made by Dr Halévy on the 
faith of a form NINW=xkvpios ἡμῶν in 
a Nabathean inscription, so that he 


would read 8M NINWD=our Lord, 
come. See Neubauer in the recently 
issued Oxford Studia Biblica, p. 73. 
Also remark that our interpretation of 
the story is (to my no small satis- 
faction) substantially the same as that 
of Prof. Mayor in the recent number of 
the Journal of Philology, Vol, xlv. no. 27, 
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V. On the Christ-monger of the Teaching. 


In the fragments of Athanasius we find the following 
comment on the passage in Matt. vii. with regard to the 
discrimination of false prophets from the true: 

πολλῷ μᾶλλον ἀπὸ τῶν ἔργων ὀφείλεις δοκιμάζειν τοὺς 
χριστεμπόρους. 

The sentence is headed περὶ ψευδοπροφητῶν and may be 
found in Migne, Patr. Gr. xxvi. 1253 and xxvii. 1381; and I 
think when we contrast the language with the Διδαχή c. xi. 
ἀπὸ οὖν τῶν τρόπων γνωσθήσεται ὁ ψευδοπροφήτης Kal ὁ 
προφήτης, and again πᾶς δὲ προφήτης δεδοκιμασμένος, and 
remark the existence of the curious word χριστέμπορος, we 
must admit that we have here a trace of the Teaching. The 
remark is not without importance: it shews that Athanasius 
referred the injunctions against idleness and on the necessity of 
a craft, not to the mere private Christian on his wanderings, 
but to the prophet travelling on spiritual service. 


VI. On the Signs of the Truth. 


The true signs, according to the Teaching, are 1. ἐκπέτασις 
in heaven, 11. the sound of the trumpet, 111. the resurrection 
of the dead. The only difficulty lies in the first of these: it 
has been variously interpreted, but generally so as to mean an 
opening or unfurling in heaven. That the early Christians 
attached a different meaning to it, and understood by it the 
appearing of the cross in the heavens, will be clear from the 
following considerations: ἐκπέτασις is the proper term for the 
crucifixion, or rather for the attitude of the crucified. In the 
epistle of Barnabas c. x. the writer makes, out of Moses praying 
in the battle with Amalek, a type of Christ crucified, ἐξέτεινε 
τὰς χεῖρας Kal οὕτως πάλιν ἐνίκα ὁ ᾿Ισραήλ᾽ εἶτα, ὁπόταν πάλιν 
καθεῖλε, πάλιν ἐθανατοῦντο᾽ πρὸς τί; ἵνα γνῶσιν ὅτι οὐ 
δύνανται σωθῆναι εἰ μὴ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ ἐλπίσωσι' καὶ ἐν ἑτέρῳ 
προφήτῃ λέγει" “Ὅλην τὴν ἡμέραν ἐξεπέτασα τὰς χεῖράς μου 
πρὸς λαὸν ἀπειθοῦντα καὶ ἀντιλέγοντα ὁδῷ δικαίᾳ μου. And 
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the very same language is employed in the Sibylline books 
viii. 302 in reference to the crucifixion, 


ἐκπέτασει δὲ χέρας Kal κόσμον ἅπαντα μετρήσει" 
εἰς δὲ τὸ βρῶμα χολὴν καὶ πίνειν ὄξος ἔδωκαν. 

Cf. also Sib. viii. 251 

aA lal 3 "ἢ , ᾽ J « / 

ov Μωσῆς ἐτύπωσε προτείνας ὠλένας ayVas, 
and Sib, 1. 372 

ΕῚ 5. Ὁ 3 / fal \ / / 

ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν ἐκπετάσῃ χεῖρας Kal πάντα μετρήσῃ. 

The ἐκπέτασις in heaven is then the sign of the Son of 
Man of Matt. xxiv. 30. The following additional references will 
shew how common was the belief that the Cross is the sign 
spoken of, and that the figure of the Crucified is the ἐκπέτασις. 

Justin Dial. 90. Moicis yap πρῶτος ἐξέφανεν αὐτοῦ ταύτην 
τὴν δοκοῦσαν κατάραν δι’ ὧν ἐποίησε σημείων: τίνων τούτων, 
ἔφη, λέγεις ; ὅτι ὁ λαός, φημί, ἐπολέμει τῷ ᾿Αμαλὴκ καὶ ὃ τοῦ 
Ναυῆ υἱός, ὁ ἐπονομασθεὶς τῷ Ἰησοῦ ὀνόματι, τῆς μάχης ἦρχεν, 

- τ - lal wv A A a 
αὐτὸς Μωῦσῆς ηὔχετο τῷ θεῷ τὰς χεῖρας ἑκατέρως ἐκπετάσας... 
ἐν ἀρχῇ τῆς μάχης τοῦ ὀνόματος τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ ὄντος, αὐτὸς τὸ 
σημεῖον τοῦ σταυροῦ ἐποίει. 

Dial. 91. διά τε τοῦ τύπου τῆς ἐκτάσεως τῶν χειρῶν τοῦ 
Moicéas. 

Cf. Dial.97. καὶ διὰ “Hoaiov ὁμοίως εἴρητο περὶ τούτου, δι᾿ οὗ 
τρόπου ἀποθνήσκειν ἔμελλεν, οὕτως" ἐξεπέτασά μου τὰς χεῖρας κτέ. 

Dial. 111, ὁ μὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν τὰς χεῖρας ἐκτείνας ἐπὶ τοῦ 
βουνοῦ μέχρις ἑσπέρας ἔμενεν, ὑποβασταζομένων τῶν χειρῶν, 
\ ’ \ wv , / BY na Pap eas \ « 

ὃ οὐδενὸς ἄλλον τύπον δείκνυσιν ἢ τοῦ σταυροῦ ὁ δὲ KTE. 

Dial. 112. οὐχὶ δὲ ἀνοίσομεν ἐπὶ τὴν εἰκόνα τοῦ σταυρω- 
θέντος ᾿Ιησοῦ τὸ σημεῖον, ἐπεὶ καὶ Μωῦσῆς διὰ τῆς ἐκτάσεως 
τῶν χειρῶν κτέ. 

\ \ 3 a > Ν ” aA 

1 Apol. ὅδ. τὸ δὲ ἀνθρώπειον σχῆμα οὐδενὶ ἄλλῳ τῶν 
" ,ὔ YA Ἃ a Ὁ , 7 Nero: Ὁ 
ἀλόγων ζώων διαφέρει, ἢ τῷ ὀρθόν τε εἶναι καὶ ἔκτασιν χειρῶν 
éyew...Kal οὐδὲν ἄλλο δείκνυσιν ἢ τὸ σχῆμα τοῦ σταυροῦ. 

Ireneus Adv. Her. ν. 17. ἐπεὶ γὰρ διὰ ξύλον ἀπεβάλομεν 


a / \ μ / x - an / > , 
αὐτόν, διὰ ξύλον πάλιν φανερὸν τοῖς πᾶσιν ἐγένετο, ἐπιδεικνύων 
rn U e a \ ¢e Yj 
TO μῆκος καὶ ὕψος καὶ βάθος καὶ πλάτος ἐν ἑαυτῷ καὶ ὡς ἔφη 
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A ll \ tal A > / a A \ 
τις τῶν προβεβηκότων, διὰ τῆς θεῖας ἐκτάσεως τῶν χειρῶν, TOUS 
δύο λαοὺς εἰς ἕνα θεὸν συνάγων κτέ. 


Tertullian adv. Mare. iii. 18. Iam vero Moyses, quid utique 
tunc tantum, cum Jesus adversus Amalech preliabatur, expansis 
manibus orabat residens,...nisi quia illic ubi nomen Domini 
Iesu dimicabat, dimicaturi quandoque adversus diabolum, 


crucis quoque erit habitus necessarius, per quam Iesus victoriam 
esset relaturus ? 


Cf. De Idololatria xii. Corpus solum, quod in modum 
crucis est. 


I. Ad Nationes xii. Crucis qualitas, signum est de ligno ; 
etiam de materia colitis penes vos cum effigie ; quanquam sicut 
vestrum humana figura est, ita et nostrum propria...quoniam 
wpst quoque corport nostro tacita et secreta linea crucis situs est... 
Si statueris hominem manibus expansis vmaginem crucis feceris. 


Cyprian Testim. 11. 20. Quod cruci illum fixuri essent 
Judi, apud Ksaiam: Expandi manus meas tota die, etc. 


Cyprian Testim. 11.21. Hoc signo crucis et Amalech victus 
est ab Jesu per Moysen, ete. 


De Exhort. Mart. 8. Moyses ad superandum Amalech qui 


figuram portabat diaboli in signo et sacramento crucis allevabat 
supinas manus ete. 


The author of the Opus Imperfectum in Matt. comments as 
follows: “Quidam putant crucem Christi ostendendum esse in 
celo; verius autem est ipsum Christum in corpore suo 
habentem testimonia passionis.” Jerome comments much in 
the same stram: “Signum hic aut crucis intelligemus ut 
videant Judzi quem compunxerunt: aut vexillum victorie 
triumphantis.” And Chrysostom, Homil. LxXvil. in Matt., 
τότε φανήσεται TO σημεῖον Tov υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐν TO 
οὐρανῷ" τούτεστιν ὁ σταυρὸς τοῦ ἡλίου φαιδρότερος ὦν. 


Ps. Hippolytus, de Consummatione Mundi’, gives the order 


1 This book, which seems to have Ine. 3 (col. 906, 7 of Migne) the writer 
played an important partin medieval proposes to bring forward faithful 
theological discussions, is interesting witnesses with regard to the doctrine 
in its parallels with the Teaching. of the end of the age; καὶ μετέπειτα 
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of signs as in Matthew (Migne, Patr. Gr. x. 940), τὸ yap 
σημεῖον τοῦ σταυροῦ ἀπὸ ἀνατολῶν ἕως δυσμῶν ἀνατελεῖ ὑπὲρ 
τὴν λαμπρότητα τοῦ ἡλίου καὶ μηνύσει τοῦ κριτοῦ τὴν ἔλευσιν 
καὶ τὴν ἐμφανείαν, τοῦ ἀποδοῦναι ἑκάστῳ κατὰ τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ... 
τότε γὰρ 6 σάλπιγξ ἠχήσει καὶ ἐξυπνήσει τοὺς κεκοιμημένους 
κτὲ. Numerous other references might be given to Cyril of 
Jerusalem, Augustine, Bede, Theophylact, &c. Finally the senti- 
ment has crept into the Jmitatio Christi (I suppose from the 
Catholic service-book), so that we read (Bk. ii. c. 12), “ atque hoc 
erit signum Crucis in ceelo quum Dominus ad judicandum veniet*.” 


καὶ τῶν ἀποστόλων Thy διδαχήν, μᾶλλον 
δὲ προφητείαν, πῶς πανταχοῦ Ts ol- 
κουμένης σαλπίζουσι τῆς συντελείας τὴν 
ἡμέραν. Among these signs are the 
following: ἐγερθήσονται ψευδοπροφῆται 
...0f ποιμένες ὡς λύκοι γενήσονται. He 
follows closely Hippolytus de Christo 
et Antichristo in the explanation that 
the Antichrist comes of the tribe of 
Dan, and shews him to be a continual 
misrepresentation of Christ (ὁ κοσμό- 
πλανος ws vids τοῦ θεοῦ). 

(Col. 921). 
μοιοῦσθαι βούλεται ὁ πλάνος τῷ υἱῷ τοῦ 
θεοῦ: Λέων ὁ Χριστὸς καὶ λέων ὁ ἀντί- 
χριστος. Βασιλεὺς ὁ Χριστὸς τῶν οὐ- 


A rh A ἕξ 
κατὰ πάντα γὰρ ἐξο- 


ρανίων καὶ ἐπιγείων καὶ βασιλεὺς γενή- 
σεται ἐπὶ γῆς ὁ ᾿Αντίχριστος. ᾿Εδείχθη 
ὁ Σωτὴρ ὡς ἄρνιον καὶ αὐτὸς φανήσεται 
ὡς ἄρνιον, λύκος ὧν ἔνδοθεν κτὲ. He 
is especially favourable to the Jews. 

(Col. 925). μετὰ δὲ τούτων ἁπάντων 
σημεῖα ἐπιτελέσει καὶ θαύματα φοβερὰ 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἀληθῆ GAN ἐν πλάνῃ; a de- 
scription which recalls again the 
language of the Teaching. 

1 Since writing the foregoing ex- 
planation it has been pointed out to me 
that Dr John Wordsworth had already 
given the same in one of his Articles 
in the Guardian. An enquiry elicited 
the following courteous and valuable 


reply, from which I have derived several 
of the passages referred to: 


“RocHEsteR, Aug. 8, 1885. 


« ..The explanation you refer to was 
suggested to me first by Archdeacon 
Edwin Palmer, and referred to in a 
note which I wrote to the Guardian 
(printed, March 26th, 1884). The early 
expositions of Exod. xvii. 12, and 
Is. lxv. 2 (=Rom. x. 21), in Barnabas 
12, Justin Dial. 90, Tertullian adv. 
Mare. iii. 18, have no doubt occurred 
to you with many others, e.g. Cyprian, 
Testimon. 2. 21, de exhort. Martyrii, 
8 &e. 

«But the mostimportantI have come 
across is the Ethiopic liturgy trans- 
lated by Rudolfus; in the opening 
prayer of which we read a sort of para- 
phrase of the creed, in which ‘et filius 
tuus manifestatus fuit a Spiritu Sancto, 
ut impleret voluntatem tuam et popu- 
lum tibi efficeret expandendo manus 
suas,’ &c. is an equivalent of ‘cruci- 
fixus est.’ This liturgy is given in 
Bunsen’s Christianity and Mankind, 
Vol. ii. p. 108, London, 1854. 

“T couldeasily add to these references 
but doubt not that you have all that I 
have, though perhaps this liturgical 
one may be new to you.” 
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In der Handschrift (vom Jahre 1056, geschrieben von einem 
Notar Namens Leon), welche Bryennios im Jerusalemer Kloster 
za Konstantinopel entdeckt und aus der er im Jahre 1875 die 
vollstiindigen Clemensbriefe edirt hat, befindet sich an 5. Stelle 
eine an Umfang ungefihr dem Galaterbrief gleichkommende 
Schrift mit dem Titel: “day τῶν δώδεχα ἀποστόλων (Fol. 
76a—80, zwischen den Clemens- und Ignatiusbriefen). Diese 
Schrift hat der Entdecker am Schluss des Jahres 1883 in einer 
vortrefflichen Ausgabe publizirt (Jidaz7) τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων. 
Ἂν Κωνσταντινουπόλει) und dabei den Beweis angetreten, dass 
dieselbe aus der ersten Hiilfte des 2. Jahrhunderts stammt und 
mit der ,Apostellehre* identisch ist, welche Clemens Alex., Eu- 
sebius, Athanasius u. A. gekannt haben, Diese Publikation er- 
regte sofort in beiden Welttheilen das héchste Aufsehen, so dass 
jetzt, nachdem nicht viel mehr als zwei Jahre verstrichen sind, 
eine eigene Literatur tiber sie entstanden ist, welche an Aus- 
gaben, Abhandlungen und lingeren oder kiirzeren Mittheilungen 
etwa 200 Nummern betragen mag. In der That ist aber auch 
der neue Fund von héchster Bedeutung fiir die ‘lteste Kirchen- 
geschichte; er greift in die wichtigsten Probleme derselben ein 
und bietet nach Inhalt und Form, Adresse und Anlage, Verhiilt- 
niss zu den biblischen Schriften und zur urchristlichen Litera- 
tur tiberhaupt, nach seinen Beziehungen zur spiteren kirchen- 
rechtlichen Literatur, sowie endlich in dogmen-, sitten- und ver- 
fassungsgeschichtlicher Hinsicht so ausserordentlich Wichtiges, 
dass das Aufsehen, welches er erregt hat, wohlbegriindet ist. 
Fiir die Beantwortung der meisten Fragen aber, welche die 
neue Schrift anregt, ist die Gesammtbetrachtung der altesten 
Kirchengeschichte massgebend. Daher ist sie bereits ein Denk- 
mal historischer Kunst und Noth geworden, zumal da sich Man- 
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hinreichend vorbereitet war, und da die verschiedenen Kirchen- 
parteien und Richtungen sich selbst in dieser alten Kirchenord- 
nung wiederzufinden wiinschten. Unter solchen Umstiinden ist es 
nahezu unmoéglich, aber auch nicht wiinschenswerth, alles das 
Genau zu inventarisiren, was iiber die ,Apostellehre* geschrieben 
ist. Im Folgenden sollen am Faden einer kritischen Beschrei- 
bung die wichtigsten Kontroverspunkte genannt und kurz dar- 
gelegt werden. Ausdriicklich sei bemerkt, dass zwar Sinn, Zweck, 
Bedeutung und literarhistorische Stellung des Biichleins in den 
Hauptpunkten sicher angegeben werden kénnen, dass aber im 
einzelnen noch manche Riithsel der Lésung harren und vielleicht 
tiberhaupt nicht sicher zu lésen sind. 

1) Inhalt und Disposition der Schrift. Die Schrift 
zerfallt im zwei, resp. drei Theile. Der erste enthilt die Gebote 
der christlichen Sittlichkeit und kurze Anweisungen iiber die 
entscheidenden kirchlichen Handlungen, welche den christlichen 
Charakter der Gemeinden konstituiren (c. 1—10), der zweite ent- 
halt Bestimmungen tiber den Gemeindeverkehr und das Gemeinde- 
leben (c. 11—15). Cap. 16 mit der Ermahnung, auf die Wieder- 
kunft des Herrn vorbereitet zu sein, bildet den Beschluss. Der 
erste Theil ist so disponirt, dass (1) c. 1—6 in der Form der 
Schilderung ,der beiden Wege* die Gebote der christlichen 
Sittlichkeit dargelegt werden, sodann (2) von der Taufe (ce. 7), 
von dem Fasten und dem tiiglichen Gebet (6. 8), von den eucha- 
ristischen Gebeten (c. 9. 10) gehandelt wird. Die Verbindung 
zwischen diesen beiden Abschnitten ist deshalb eime sehr enge, 
weil die Ausfiihrungen c. 1—6 ausdrticklich c. 7, 1 als solche 
bezeichnet werden, die jedem Tiufling unmittelbar vor der heil. 
Handlung wortlich mitgetheilt werden sollen (s. Bielenstein 
in den Mittheil. u. Nachrichten ἢ ἃ. ev. K. in Russland, 1885 
Febr. und Miirz). Man hat sie also im Sinne des Verfassers als 
eine Taufrede zu betrachten (ταῦτα πάντα προειπόντες βαπτί- 
cate, heisst es 6. 7, 1). Aber auch die Verbindung zwischen den 
beiden Haupttheilen ist eine enge, sofern ὁ. 11 mit den Worten 
beginnt: ὃς ἂν» οὖν ἐλϑον διδάξῃ ὑμᾶς ταῦτα πάντα τὰ προει- 
ρημένα, δέξασϑε αὐτόν, κτλ.. ἃ. h. die in c. 1—10 gegebenen 
Ausfiihrungen gelten als die Grundlage des christlichen Bruder- 
bundes: man soll nur mit solechen Christen in Verbindung treten 
— diesen aber auch alle Freundschaft und Briiderlichkeit be- 


Inhalt und Disposition 3 


wiihren —, welche das lehren und befolgen, was in ¢. 1—10 ge- 
sagt ist. Auch im einzelnen ist eme gute Disposition fast durch- 
weg zu erkennen. ,Die beiden Wege* sind also beschrieben: Als 
der Wee des Lebens wird die Gottes- und Niichstenliebe be- 
zeichnet (ὁ. 1, 2). Die Gottesliebe wird — das scheint mir wenig- 
stens die niichstliegende Auffassung der betreffenden Verse in 
ihrer gegenwiirtigen Form zu sein (iiber die altere Form 5. unten) 
— dargelegt als sich entfaltend in der Feindesliebe und in der 
Weltentsagung, die sich in dem Verzicht aufs Recht und in der 
Entiusserung der irdischen Giiter zeigt (c. 1, 3—6), die Niichsten- 
hebe wird entwickelt, erstlich in dem Verhiiltniss zu allen Men- 
schen, als Vermeidung aller groben und feinen Siinden (ὁ. 2 u. 
3), zweitens in dem Verhiiltniss zu den christlichen Briidern (c. 
4). Hierauf folet eine summarische Darlegung des Todesweges 
(c. 5) und sodann ein Anhang (ὁ. 6), in welchem von dem voll- 
kommenen christlichen Leben und von den Konzessionen ge- 
handelt ist. Nun folet die Anordnung iiber die Taufe, in wel- 
cher der Verfasser allen Nachdruck auf den Gebrauch der Tauf- 
formel legt und ausdriicklich die Besprengung neben der Un- 
tertauchung in Nothfallen zulisst. Der Taufe soll aber ein 
Fasten vorausgehen, und diese Bestimmung veranlasst den Ver- 
tasser das christliche Fasten gegen das der ,Heuchler‘, ἃ, ἢ. 
der Juden, abzugrenzen; aber diese Abgrenzung erfolet lediglich 
in Riicksicht auf die verschiedenen Fasttage; dagegen in Be- 
zug auf das Gebet wird eingeschiirft, dass man nicht die Gebete 
der Heuchler beten soll, sondern — und zwar dreimal des Tages 
— das Vater-Unser. Dieses wird in extenso (sammt einer Doxo- 
logie) nach Matthius mitgetheilt. Was die heilige Mahlzeit 
betrifft, so hat der Verfasser die Gebete vorgeschrieben, die bei 
derselben (vorher und nachher; 5. ὁ. 10, 1: μετὰ τὸ ἐμπλησϑῆγαι, 
also eine wirkliche Mahlzeit) gesprochen werden sollen. Ausser- 
dem hat er nur zwei Bestimmungen gegeben, niimlich (1), dass 
nur Getaufte an der Eucharistie Antheil nehmen sollen, (2) dass 
die ,Propheten* nicht an den gegebenen Wortlaut der Gebete 
gebunden sind, sondern ihnen gestattet werden soll ,Dank zu 
sagen, so viel sie wollen‘. — Die Bestimmungen tiber den Ge- 
meindeverkehr und das Gemeindeleben wie sie der zweite Theil 
bringt, sind also gegliedert: 1) sind Bestimmungen gegeben tiber 
das Verhalten in Bezug auf die zureisenden Lehrer des gott- 
/ hs 
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lichen Worts und die wandernden Briider sowie tiber die Pflichten 
gegen die Gemeindepropheten und -Lehrer (c. 11—13), 2) tiber 
Ordnungen innerhalb der Einzelgemeinde (0. 14 und 15). Jene 
sind wie folgt disponirt: (a) Anordnung iiber die Apostel — sie 
sind zu rastloser Wanderung und Missionspredigt verpflichtet; 
sie diirfen daher héchstens zwei Tage an demselben Ort bei 
christlichen Briidern bleiben und diirfen nur den nothwendigsten 
Lebensunterhalt annehmen, s. c. 11, 4—6, (Ὁ) Anordnung iiber 
die Propheten — sie diirfen nicht versucht, ἃ. h. kritisirt werden, 
wenn sie als rechte Propheten erwiesen sind; der rechte Prophet 
erweist sich als solcher durch sein dem Lebenswandel des Herrn 
tihnliches Betragen; es folgt eme Darlegung, welche Handlungen 
dem rechten Propheten zustehen und welche nicht, 5. ο. 11, 7—12, 
(c) Anordnung iiber die reisenden Briider — sie sind zwei bis 
drei Tage lang von der Gemeinde zu verpflegen, dann sollen sie 
ihr Handwerk austiben, oder es soll fiir sie von der Gemeinde 
sonst eine Beschiftigung, die sie ernahrt, ermittelt werden; wollen 
sie aber nicht arbeiten, so hat man sich von ihnen zu entfernen. 
Dagegen kénnen die ,Propheten*, die sich in der Gemeinde 
niederlassen wollen, und die ,Lehrer* auf Unterhalt seitens der 
Gemeinde vollen Anspruch erheben; ihnen sind die Erstlinge von 
Allem zu bringen; denn die Propheten sind die ,Hohenpriester*. 
Nur in dem Falle, dass die Gemeinde jener geistlichen Virtuosen 
entbehrt, sind die Erstlmge den Armen zu iibergeben; 5. ὁ. 12 
und 13. Die Bestimmungen iiber die Ordnung mnerhalb der 
Einzelgemeinde gruppiren sich um die sonntiglche Opferfeier. 
Alle sollen am Sonntag zusammenkommen und das schon vom 
Propheten verheissene Opfer feiern. Die Hauptsache ist, dass 
dieses Opfer rein sei, Rein aber ist es nur, wenn ihm das Siin- 
denbekenntniss und die Beilegung aller Streitigkeiten vorange- 
gangen ist. Zum Opfer gehéren ferner Vollzugsbeamte (auf die 
Bedeutung des οὐ» ο. 15, 1 hat mich Hatch brieflich aufmerk- 
sam gemacht); solche soll sich die Gemeinde wihlen, nimlich 
Bischéfe und Diakonen (ἀξίους τοῦ κυρίου, ἄνδρας πραεῖς καὶ 
ἀφιλαργύρους καὶ ἀληϑεῖς καὶ δεδοχιμασμένους). Der Verf. be- 
merkt, dass auch sie der Gemeinde den Dienst der Propheten 
und Lehrer leisten, dass sie deshalb nicht zu verachten, sondern 
vielmehr als die ,Geehrten* wie die Propheten und Lehrer hoch 
zu schiitzen (ἃ. ἢ. auch zu unterhalten, 5. Zahn, Forschungen 
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III, 5. 302) smd. Mit alleemeinen Mahnungen zur Friedfertig- 
keit, briiderlicher Zurechtweisung, strenger Zucht und einer 
Lebensfiihrung, die sich in Allem nach dem Evangelium richtet, 
schhesst dieser Abschnitt. — Die hier gegebene Disposition ist 
von einigen Gelehrten beanstandet; sie finden die Schrift schlecht 
oder doch nur theilweise gut disponirt; Andere leugnen die Hin- 
heit geradezu; beanstandet ist auch, dass in c. 1 die Gottesliebe 
dargelegt werde sowie die Urspriinglichkeit der Verse 1, 3—6, 
resp. die Urspriinglichkeit von Theilen derselben; ferner sind ver- 
schiedene Ansichten iiber das 6. Kapitel in seinem Verhiltniss 
zu c. 1—5 und ὁ. 7 ff. aufgetaucht τι. s. w. 

2) Titel, Adresse und Zweck der Schrift. In der 
Handschrift hat das Biichlein zwei Titel, nfmlch (1) m der 
Uberschrift: διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων», (2) in der ersten 
Zeile (s. das Facsimile in der Ausgabe von Schaff 8. 4): διδαχὴ 
κυρίου διὰ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων τοῖς ἔϑνεσιν. Uber diese 
Titel im allgemeimen, iiber ihr Verhiltniss zu den verschiedenen 
Aufschriften, welche eime Apostellehre bei den Kirchenvitern 
getragen hat, iiber die Frage, ob der 2. Titel sich etwa nur auf 
die ersten 5 oder 6 Kapitel bezieht, endlich tiber das Verstiind- 
niss der Adresse «τοῖς ἔϑγνεσιν" sind die Memungen weit aus- 
einandergegangen. Sieht man von den Aufschriften bei den Kir- 
chenviitern ab, so findet man keinen Grund, die zweite Uber- 
schrift im Manuskript zu beanstanden. Die besondere Erwiihnung 
der Zwo6lfzahl bei den Aposteln ist nicht nur nicht auffilhg, 
sondern war einem Verfasser fast geboten, der auch andere 
Apostel als die Zwélfe — und zwar noch eben wirkende — ge- 
kannt hat. In der Schrift ist ferner das Evangelium durchweg 
(auch fiir c. 7—16) die Grundlage und die Generalinstanz; sie 
enthalt also in Wahrheit eine ,Herrnlehre*, wihrend die Apostel 
als Lehrende nirgends hervortreten und der Verfasser keinesfalls 
an sie als an die wirklichen Autoren dieser seiner evangelischen 
Kompilationen gedacht hat; mithin ist der Titel διδαχὴ κυρίου 
διὰ τ. ἀποστόλων vollig zutreffend. Die Apostel haben im 
Sinne des Verfassers nichts zu der Lehre hinzugethan, sondern 
lediglich dieselbe tibermittelt. Sehr verstiindlich aber ist es, 
dass man in der Folgezeit die Worte κυρίου διὰ“ weggelassen 
hat, zumal wenn man erwigt, dass die spiiteren Generationen 
geneigt sein mussten, die Schrift wirklich als von den Aposteln 
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verfasst zu betrachten und mit eimer διδαχὴ κυρίου“ bei ge- 
lehrter Reflexion iiber den Titel nichts anzufangen wussten. 
Endlich aber ist auch die Adresse τοῖς ἔϑνεσι»" nicht auffallend. 
Gemeint sind natiirlich Christen aus den Heiden, wie der, wel- 
cher dem Hebriierbrief die Adresse πρὸς “H8oaiovg* gegeben 
hat, an Christen aus den Juden gedacht hat, wie v7 nicht 
selten in der christlichen Urliteratur die Christen aus den Heiden 
bezeichnet (vgl. den Ausdruck συναγωγὴ τῶν ἔϑνων, Testam. 
Beniam. 11), und wie die Ausdriicke εὐαγγέλιον καϑ' Ἑβραίους, 
κατ᾽ Αἰγυπτίους (vgl. auch Act. 6, 1: ᾿ΠΒλληνισταί. . . “EBeator) 
und abnliche zu deuten sind. Unsere Schrift richtet sich also 
an alle Heidenchristen, mithin an ein ideal-reales Publikum, 
tihnlich wie der Jakobusbrief und andere sog. katholische Briefe 
und Schriftstiicke (s. meine grosse Ausgabe der Didache 5. 104 
—109). Dieses Publikum fasst sie nicht als Katechumenen ins Auge 
—- denn eine Schrift, welche in das Christenthum einfiilrt, ist die 
,Apostellehre* keinmeswegs —, sondern als bereits gewonnene 
Christen, die in ihr einen Leitfaden besitzen sollen, wie sie ihr 
Leben auf Grund des Evangeliums einzurichten und was sie den 
neu zu gewinnenden briidern eimzuschirfen haben. Alles ist 
darauf angeleet, in iibersichtlicher, leichtfasslicher und leicht 
behaltlicher Form die wichtigsten Regeln fiir das christliche 
Leben, die διδάγματα τοῦ κυρίου, zusammenzustellen. In dem, 
was die Schrift enthalt und was sie nicht enthilt. ferner in der 
Art, wie sie das Ethische und das Dogmatische behandelt, ist 
sie ein kostbarer Kommentar zu den altesten Zeugnissen, die wir 
fiir das Leben, den Interessenkreis und die Ordnungen der christ- 
lichen Gemeinden in vorkatholischer Zeit besitzen (vgl. beson- 
ders den Pliniusbrief, den Jakobusbrief, den Hirten des Hermas 
und die auf die christlichen μαϑήματα beziiglichen Abschnitte 
in der Apologie des Justin). 

3) Die Uberlieferung der Schrift in der Handschrift 
und die Integritit. So wie die Schrift in der Konstantino- 
politaner Handschrift vorlieet, bietet sie fast durchweg eimen 
lesbaren Text und ist von verhiltnissmiissig wenigen Fehlern 
entstellt. Den gréssten Theil derselben hat bereits Bryennios 
bemerkt und zu korrigiren versucht, Hiniges ist von den spi- 
teren Herausgebern und anderen Gelehrten nachtriglich ver- 
bessert worden. Wiirden wir aus sonstiger Uberlieferang von 
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der Schrift nichts wissen, keine spiteren Bearbeitungen von ihr 
kennen und ihre Quellen nicht zu ermitteln in der Lage sein, 
so wiirden wir uns, vielleicht von emigen Stellen des ersten 
Kapitels abgesehen, die allerdings den Verdacht spiiterer Zusiitze 
erregen, bei der Annahme der Integritiit, der Schrift zu beruhigen 
haben. In der That kann von 6. 2 ab bis zum Schluss kein 
Passus nachgewiesen werden, der sich nicht in den Zusammen- 
hang fiigte; auch schemt nichts ausgefallen zu sein, und der 
Argwohn eimer bedeutenden und unheilbaren Entstellung des 
Textes findet nur an drei Stellen eimigen Grund, nimlich ὁ. 1, 
6 (ἑδρωτάτω ἡ ἐλεημοσύνη), c 11, 11 (ποιῶν εἰς μυστήριον 
χοσμικὸν ἐκκλησίας) und ο. 16, ὅ (vmx αὐτοῦ τοῦ καταϑέματος). 
Dagegen erhebt sich eine Reihe von Fragen in Bezug auf die 
Integritiit der Schrift und die Originalitiit des uns vorliegenden 
Textes, sobald man die Testimonia der Kirchenviter fiir die 
Apostellehre, die spateren Bearbeitungen sowie die Quellen der 
Schrift in’s Auge fasst. Dieselben beziehen sich vor allem auf 
die sechs ersten Kapitel, aber auch auf die Zusammengehorigkeit 
der c. 7—16 mit diesen Kapiteln (s. z B. die Untersuchungen 
von Hilgenfeld), und sind sehr verschieden beantwortet worden. 
Die wichtigsten sollen in den foleenden Abschnitten gehérigen 
Orts Erwihnung finden. Bemerkt sei hier nur noch, dass wahr- 
scheinlich die Formen emiger Worte nach einer spateren Ortho- 
graphie hie und da veriindert worden sind. 

4) Die Sprache und der Wortvorrath der Schrift. 
Die Sprache ist das hellenistische Idiom, genauer das Idiom der 
Septuaginta in den poetischen Biichern und das der sog. alt- 
testamentlichen Apokryphen, an welche namentlich die ersten 
Kapitel stark ermnern. Diese sind von zablreichen Hebraismen 
durchsetzt; doch ist das Griechische viel besser als das des 
Hermas. Der Stil ist einfach, populir und knapp. Die Schrift 
enthalt 2190 Worter (c. 10,700 Buchstaben) und 552  verschie- 
dene Worte. Von diesen kommen 504 auch im N. T. vor; 38 
yon den restirenden 48 begegnen in der LXX, bei Barnabas oder 
bei anderen alteren griechischen Schriftstellern. Die Worte, die 
sich in unserer Schrift allein oder zum erstenmale finden, sind 
αἰσχρολόγος, γόγγυσος, ἐκπέτασις, κοσμοπλάνος, κυριακή (fiir 
Sonntag, s. Ignat. ad Magn. 9, 1), πονηρόφρων, προσεξομολογέω, 
σιτία, ὑψηλόφϑαλμος, χριστέμπορος (s. die Ausgabe von Schaff 
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S. 95—113 und Potwin im der Biblioth. Sacr. 1884, Octob. p. 
800 sq.). 

5) Die Quellen der Schrift. In Bezug auf die Quellen 
gehen die Ansichten weit auseiander. Hs giebt z. B. solche 
Gelehrte (s. die Arbeit von Sabatier), welche kein neutesta- 
mentliches Buch mm der Apostellehre benutzt finden, und es gibt 
solche, welche in ihr Zeugnisse fiir nahezu alle neutestament- 
lichen Schriften entdeckt haben. Ferner fehlt es selbst nicht 
an Gelehrten, welche, indem sie unsere Schrift bis ins 4. Jahr- 
hundert und noch tiefer herabdriicken, die apostolischen Kon- 
stitutionen τ. 5. w. zu den Quellen derselben rechnen. Beide 
Extreme sind gleich willkiirlich und verwerflich. Zuniichst im 
alleemeinen: es gibt unter den uns bekannten urchristlichen 
Schriften keine zweite, die, bei hoher Origimalitit in der Dispo- 
sition und Form, tiberall in dem Grade abhingig ist von dlteren 
Schriften wie die /cday7). Allein diese Abhingigkeit ist in dem 
Zweck begriindet, den der Verfasser sich gesetzt hat. Er wollte 
die “ιεδαχὴ κυρίου διὰ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων zusammenfassen 
und zur Darstellung bringen; daher hat er alle eigenen Ge- 
danken zuriickgestellt, die Uberlieferung aber geordnet und in 
knappster Form zusammengefasst. Seine Schrift will sein und 
ist ein kriftiger Niederschlag der altesten, mtindlich und schrift- 
lich tiberlieferten Lehren, wie dieselben christliche Gemeinden 
im rémischen Reiche begriindet haben. Ausdriickliche Citate, 
resp. ausdriickliche Verweisungen, finden sich acht im der Schrift. 
Zwei von ihnen (14, 3; 16, 7) beziehen sich auf das A. T., ein- 
gefiihrt durch die Formel: αὕτη γάρ ἐστιν ἡ ῥηϑεῖσα ὑπὸ κυ- 
ρίου, resp. ος ἐρρέϑη (s. Maleachi 1, 11. 14; Sachar. 14, 5), fiinf 
auf das Hvangelium (8, 2; 9, 5; 11, 3; 15, 3; 15, 4), emgefthrt 
durch: wg ἐκέλευσεν ὁ κύριος ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ αὐτοῦ — περὶ 
τούτου εἴρηκεν ὁ κύριος — χατὰ τὸ δόγμα τοῦ εὐαγγελίου --- 
ὡς ἔχετε ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ, eine auf eine uns unbekannte, heilige 
Schrift (1, 6). Das A. T. ist ausserdem in den ersten fiinf Ka- 
piteln reichlich benutzt, und zwar sowohl der Dekalog als die 
alttestamentliche Spruchliteratur (Proverbien, Sirach, auch Tobit - 
u. 85. w.). Von aller gnostischen Kritik des A. T. war der Verf. 
weit entfernt; er beurtheilte das A. T. wie die apostolischen Vater 
es beurtheilt haben. David ist ihm παῖς ϑεοῦ wie Christus (9, 
2), die Maleachi-Stelle ist als ein Herrnwort eingefiihrt — also 
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nahm er wohl an, dass Christus im A. T. geredet hat —, und 
die ganze Schrift schliesst mit einem alttestamentlichen Citat. 
Das Gebot der Erstlinge (c. 13) ist dem mosaischen Gesetze 
nachgebildet. Augenscheinlich ist ihm das A. T. ,die h. Schrift* 
gewesen; denn von einem neutestamentlichen Kanon findet sich 
keine Spur. Dagegen appellirt er nicht nur in den oben be- 
zeichneten fiinf Stellen an das schriftlich fixirte Evangelium, 
sondern die ganze Schrift ist durchzogen von Anspielungen und 
lingeren oder kiirzeren Citaten — ich zaihle 23 — aus ;dem 
Evangelium‘, welches als den Gemeinden bekannt vorausgesetzt 
wird (s. die Tabelle im meiner Ausgabe ὃ. 7U—76). Siebzehn 
von diesen 23 Stiicken miissen emfach auf das Matth.-Evange- 
lium zuriickgefiihrt werden; unter diesen 17 sind nur wenige, 
welche einen andern Text des Matth-Ev., als wir jetzt lesen, 
vermuthen lassen; ja es liegt bis auf einen Fall die Annahme 
niher, dass der Verf. den Text frei reproduzirt resp. absichtlich 
geiindert hat (er schreibt 10, 6 woarva τῷ ϑεῷ Δαρίδ, gibt 
c. 16 die eschatologische Rede Matth. 24 frei und sehr verkiirat 
wieder; nur der Zusatz τὸν ποιήσαντά σε Matth. 22, 37 [c. 1, 2] 
ist keme selbstiindige Veriinderung, sondern stammt aus Sirach 
und findet sich auch bei Justin). Indessen ist — die Integritit 
der Schrift vorausgesetzt — die Annahme nicht durchweg zu 
halten, dass ,das Evangelium* in der Apostellehre einfach das 
Matth.-Ey. ist; denn 1) der Spruch Matth. 7, 12 findet sich in 
der Acd. (c. 1, 2) in anderer Fassung — dies Argument ist jedoch 
nicht schwerwiegend, da er iiberhaupt nicht aus einem Evange- 
lium entnommen zu sein braucht —, 2) die umfangreichen evan- 
gelischen Citate c. 1, 3—5 zeigen emen aus Matthius und Lukas 
gemischten Text, der ausserdem Sitze enthilt, die sich weder 
bei Matthaus noch bei Lukas finden, 3) der Kelch steht c. 9, 2 
dem Brote voran wie bei Lukas — auch das ist nicht von durch- 
schlagender Wichtigkeit —, 4) ὁ. 16, 1 ist wiederum eine Text- 
mischung aus Matthius und Lukas zu konstatiren. Die Text- 
mischungen aus diesen Evangelien stimmen aber in frappanter 
Weise mit Tatian’s Diatessaron zusammen. Wie diese Thatsache 
zu erkliren ist, muss leider im Dunklen bleiben. So weit das 
Material Schltisse zulisst, ist das Urtheil zu fiillen: entweder hat 
der Verf. einfach unsern Matthius und sekundiir den Lukas be- 
nutzt oder er hat unter ,dem Evangelium‘ ein aus dem Lukas- 
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Hy. bereichertes Matth-Ev. vorausgesetzt und zur Hand gehabt. 
Durch nichts aber ist die Annahme empfohlen, dass unser Verf. 
den evangelischen Stoff in einer iilteren Rezension — etwa in 
der der beriithmten ,Logia‘ — gekannt hat, als er in unseren 
Synoptikern vorliegt. An das Hebrierevangelium darf jedenfalls 
nicht gedacht werden (gegen Krawutzcky u. A.); denn abge- 
sehen von der Verwandtschaft einiger Citate mit Lukas, verbietet 
die Beobachtung, dass der Text der meisten Citate wortlich mit 
dem Matthiius-Ey. stimmt, jene Annahme. Unser Matthiius und 
das Hebréerevangelium sind nicht so nahe verwandt gewesen. — 
Von dem Johannes-Hy. findet sich m den Citaten des Verfassers 
keine Spur. Dagegen enthalten die vom Verfasser mitgetheilten, 
aber jedenfalls ihm selbst schon itiberlieferten eucharistischen 
Gebete zahlreiche Begriffe und Satze, die auf das frappanteste 
an die Abschiedsreden Jesu bei Johannes, vor allem an ὁ. 17, 
erinnern (8. meine Ausgabe 5. 79 ff.). Was aber noch mehr 
besagen will als alle eimzelnen Ubereinstimmungen: die ganze 
Auffassung vom Abendmahl, wie sie m den Gebeten zu Tage 
tritt, ist — von der eschatologischen Spitze jener Gebete abge- 
sehen — dieselbe, wie die, welche Joh. 6 vorliegt. Es fehlt die 
Riicksichtnakme auf die Siindenvergebung und den Tod Christi 
dort und hier; dagegen tritt die Mahlzeit unter den Gesichts- 
punkt einer ,geistlichen Speise*, die da zum ewigen Leben fiihrt. 
Dass_nun Joh. 6 und 17 wirklich den Gebeten zu Grunde hegt, 
kann nicht mit erheblicher Wahrscheinlichkeit behauptet werden; 
vielmehr hat man sich mit der Hinsicht, dass es derselbe Geist 
ist, der hier und dort gewaltet hat, zu begniigen. — Paulinische 
Briefe sind in der Apostellehre nicht citirt; auch gibt es keme 
einzige Stelle, an welcher die Benutzung jener Briefe evident zu 
nennen wiire. Doch fehlen beachtenswerthe Spuren einer Kennt- 
niss derselben nicht (c. 6, 3: εἰδωλόϑυτον, ὁ. 11, 5.6 — 1 Kor. 
11, 26; ὁ. 10, 6: μαρὰν aba; c. 11, 3 f. tiber die Propheten; 
c. 11, 11: μυστήριον ἐχκλησίας; c. 12,3: ἐργαζέσϑω καὶ φαγέτω;: 
ce. 13, 1 f.: προφῆται καὶ διδάσκαλοι; ο. 10, 4--.- 8 Ausfiihrungen 
ἌΡΕΙ den Antichrist u. A.); nimmt man eime solche an — und, 
sie ist fiir 1 Kor. (8. auch Rém. ἃ. 2 Thess.) am wahrschein- 
lichsten —, so muss man zugleich behaupten, dass der Verf. den 
Paulus korrigirt hat (er schreibt 11, 7: πᾶντα προφήτην οὐ 
πειράσετε οὐδὲ διακχρινεῖτε, anders Paulus 1 Kor. 12, 10; 14, 
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29). Von einer bindenden Autoritiit der Paulusbriefe war also 
noch nicht die Rede. Angebliche Spuren einer Kenntniss der 
Apostelgeschichte, der Johannesapok., des 1. Petrusbriefs sind 
nichtig; bedeutender sind gewisse Verwandtschaften mit dem 
Judasbrief (demgemiiss auch mit 2 Petr.); Spuren einer Kennt- 
niss der Pastoralbriefe fehlen ganz. — Die umstrittenste Frage 
ist aber die nach dem Verhiltniss der Apostellehre zu dem 
Barnabasbrief (resp. auch zum Hirten des Hermas). Wihrend 
sich Bryennios, Krawutzcky, Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, 
Gooszen, Gordon, Meyboom, Bonet-Maury, der Ver- 
fasser u. A. fiir die Prioritiit des Barnabasbriefes ausge- 
sprochen haben, hat die grosse Mehrzahl der Forscher (z. Β. 
Zahn, Schaff, Funk, Arnold, Sabatier, Lechler, Langen, 
sowie fast alle englischen und amerikanischen Gelehrten, z. B. 
Ligthfoot, Warfield, Farrar, Venables, Potwin) vielmehr 
der Apostellehre die Prioritit zuerkannt. In diese Frage schliet 
die Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Buches, vor allem ein Fund, 
den wir von Gebhardt verdanken, bedeutungsvoll ein. Daher 
kann sie hier nur so weit erdrtert werden, als dies ohne Riick- 
sicht auf die Vorgeschichte und die Uberlieferungsgeschichte 
moéglich ist. Geht man von der meines EHrachtens nicht zu be- 
anstandenden Integritiit des Barnabasbriefes aus, vergleicht man 
mit diesem Briefe die Apostellehre, so wie sie uns vorliegt, und 
lisst man die Méglichkeit emer gemeinsamen Quelle noch bei 
Seite, so kann die Annahme der Prioritit jenes Briefes zur 
héchsten Wahrscheinlichkeit erhoben werden. Der Thatbestand 
ist in Kirze folgender: C. 1, 1. 2; 2,2 — 7; 3, 7—6, 2 der 
Apostellehre (s. meine Ausgabe 5. 66 f. 81 ff.) decken sich 
wesentlich, wenn auch nicht iiberall ganz wortlich, mit Barn. 
18—20, aber die Reihenfolge der Stiicke ist emme ganz verschie- 
dene, und zwar bei Barnabas eine ganz ungeordnete, in der 
Apostellehre eine trefflich disponirte. Im Rahmen der Schilde- 
rung der beiden Wege bietet aber die Apostellehre ferner (1) 
eine Reihe von evangelischen Spriichen, 5. ὁ. 1, 2—5, (2) ein 
nicht zu belegendes Stiick aus eimer dlteren Schrift, s. 1, 6, (3) 
einen Abschnitt, der der alttestamentlichen Spruchliteratur nach- 
gebildet ist, s. 3, 1—6, (4) eme Reihe von grosseren und kleine- 
ren Zusiitzen zu den mit Barnabas gemeinsamen Abschnitten, 
Ben Ὁ. Ὁ} Dee G: 3:08:49: 4, 87 4, 14.1. Barnabas 
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dagegen bietet iiber die Apostellehre hinaus in den zur Frage 
stehenden Capiteln sehr Weniges, namlich ei paar Sitzchen 
mehr in c. 19, 2. 3. 8, emen unverstiandlichen Satz c. 19, 4 und 
einige Worte mehr in ὁ. 19, 10. In diesen Fallen lisst sich ein 
Grund ftir das Fehlen in der Apostellehre nahezu iiberall leicht 
nachweisen. Auch die Verschiedenheit der Textgestalt in den 
parallelen Abschnitten fallt mindestens nicht zum Nachtheil des 
Barnabas aus (8. meine Ausgabe 5. 84 ff); allein absichtlich 
will ich hier von dieser absehen, da man auf solche subtile Be- 
obachtungen sichere Schliisse nicht bauen kann. Wir halten 
uns an den oben gegebenen Thatbestand. Wenn von zwei Schrift- 
stellern A emen Stoff τὰ, C aber den Stoff m ++ n bringt, so 
ist natiirlich a priori nicht zu entscheiden, wer der Gewihrsmann 
des Anderen gewesen ist; denn Verktirzungen sind ebensowohl 
mégiich als Erweiterungen. Wenn aber Οὐ selbst ausdriicklich 
sein Hlaborat als eine Kompilation bezeichnet — διδαχὴ κυρίου 
διὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων —, wenn ferner jenes n offenkundig lauter 
von anders woher genommenen, nicht originalen Stoff umfasst, 
so ist es schlechterdings unméglich, die Arbeit von A fiir em 
Exzerpt aus C zu halten. So aber steht es im diesem Fall. 
Wire Barnabas der Ausschreiber, so hatte er mit Sorefalt alle 
evangelischen Spriiche aus der Apostellehre weggelassen (!); 
er hitte 3, 1—6 weggelassen; er hiitte endlich die gute Reihen- 
folge in der Apostellehre in ein Chaos verwandelt. Das glaube, 
wer mag! Dazu kommt noch ein anderes. Das 16. Capitel der 
Apostellehre ist in v. 1 und im συ. 3—S zugestandenermassen eime 
blosse Compilation aus evangelischen Stellen, Sach. 14, 5 und 
einer Uberlieferung tiber den ‘Antichrist. Dazwischen steht ein 
Vers (vy. 2), der von dorther nicht zu belegen ist, aber an Barn. 
4, 10. 9 eme fast woértlich genaue Parallele hat (s. meine Aus- 
gabe 5. 287 f.). Wire Barnabas der spiitere, so hitte er gerade 
den einzigen Vers, der das geistige Higenthum des Verfassers 
der Apostellehre ist, sich angeeignet. Ist das glaublich, oder 
ist nicht vielmehr der umgekehrte Fall allem wahrscheinlich, 
dass, da alle iibrigen Verse des 16. Capitels entlehnt sind, auch 
Awd. 16, 2 entlehnt ist? Ferner aber — und das scheint mir 
noch entscheidender — der Verf. des Barnabasbriefes ist der 
Uberzeugung, dass die Endzeit. bereits angebrochen ist (s. 6. 4, 
3: τὸ τέλειον σχάνδαλον nyyixer) und dass ,die letzten Tage“ 
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bereits da sind. Er schreibt daher 4, 9: διὸ προσέχωμεν ἐν 
ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις" οὐδὲν γὰρ οφελήσει ἡμᾶς ὁ πᾶς χρόνος 
τῆς πίστεως ἡμῶν, ἐὰν μὴ νῦν ἐν τῷ ἀνόμῳ καιρῷ καὶ τοῖς 
μέλλουσιν» σκαν»δάλοις ἀντιστῶμεν. Der Verf. der Apostellehre 
dagegen zeigt sich von der sicheren Uberzeugung, dass das Ende 
jetzt eimbrechen werde, nicht mehr durchdrungen. Daher feblt 
bei ihm das ,v0v»*, und er beschreibt einfach, wie es in den 
letzten Tagen zugehen werde, ohne die Gewissheit auszudriicken, 
dass dieselben bevorstehen: οὐ γὰρ ὠφελήσει ὑμᾶς ὁ πᾶς χρό- 
γος τῆς πίστεως ὑμῶν, ἐὰν μὴ ἐν τῷ ἐσχάτῳ καιρῷ τελειο»- 
ϑῆτε. Ἔν γὰρ ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις πληϑυνϑήσονται οἱ ψευ- 
δοπροφῆται κτλ. Dies ist ohne Zweifel eine mattere Formu- 
lirung. Hiernach ist das Urtheil unumginglich: die Apostel- 
lehre, wie sie uns in der Konstantinopolitaner Hand- 
schrift vorliegt, ist dem Barnabasbriefe gegentiber sekun- 
dir (vgl. auch 40. 10, 6: τῷ; Gem AaBid, mit Barn. 12, 
10. 11, der es als einen Irrthum der Siinder bezeichnet, Jesus 
Davidssohn zu nennen; um dieser Stelle willen wird man den 
obigen Ausdruck in der Apostellehre nicht mit emigen Forschern 
fiir eine Bezeichnung Gottes des Vaters halten diirfen, wovon 
auch das vorangestellte οσαννά abriith), und sie ist ent- 
weder von ihm selbst oder von Stoffen, die er benutzt 
hat, abhingig (resp. von beiden); ausgeschlossen ist die 
Méglichkeit, dass Barnabas die Apostellehre, wie sie uns in der 
Handschrift vorliegt, abgeschrieben hat. — Unsicherer ist es, wie 
sich die Apostellehre zum Hirten des Hermas verhiilt. Die Be- 
ziehungen sind selten; sie finden sich deutlich nur Aid. 1, 5 zu 
Mand. 11, 4—6 und — sehr zweifelhaft — Ad. 5 zu Mand. VIII, 
3—5. Da diese Stoffe, wie sich spiiter zeigen wird, in verschie- 
denen Rezensionen umliefen, so lisst sich nicht mit Sicherheit 
behaupten, dass die Apostellehre den Hirten zur Grundlage hat. 
Ausgeschlossen ist aber wiederum, wie die erste Parallele lehrt, 
das umgekehrte Verhiltniss. Das gibt auch Zahn zu, der die 
Abhingigkeit der Apostellehre vom Hirten tibrigens mit Recht 
fiir wahrscheinlich hilt. In der letzten Zeit sind aber in Bezug 
auf die c. 1—5, namentlich von amerikanischen, englischen und 
franzésischen Gelehrten, noch zahlreiche Parallelen aus Philo, 
Pseudophokylides (Usener), den Sibyllen, ferner auch — dies ist 
besonders werthvoll — aus Talmud und Midrasch nachgewiesen 
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worden. Scheidet man aus den ersten 5 Kapiteln ὁ. 1, 3—6 aus 
— und diese Ausscheidung wird unten gerechtfertigt werden 
—, so bleibt fast nichts spezifisch Christliches nach und das 
Wenige lisst sich mit Hiilfe anderer Urkunden auch noch als 
Zusatz entfernen. Somit liegt die Vermuthung ausseror- 
dentlich nahe, dass ,die beiden Wege* ein jiidisches 
Produkt sind, fiir Proselyten bestimmt, auf dem Deka- 
log und einer Verfeinerung seiner Gebote beruhend, 
welches mit dem A. T. in die altesten Christengemeinden 
heriibergekommen ist (s. meine Dogmengeschichte Bad. I, 
S. 105). 

6) Der Standpunkt des Verfassers der Schrift. Hier 
sind leider die gréssten Verschiedenheiten in den Ansichten der 
Gelehrten zu verzeichnen. Die Apostellehre ist gehalten worden 
fiir judenchristlich, aber vorpaulinisch (Sabatier), fiir juden- 
christlich, aber nicht ebionitisch (Schaff und eme grosse An- 
zahl von Schriftstellern, auch Bestmann), fiir antipaulinisch 
und sadduciisch, fiir hiretisch und antichristlich (Churton), 
fiir ebionitisch, fiir semiebionitisch, dabei aber antiebionitisch (8. 
Krawutzcky, Kathol. Kirchenlex., 2. Aufl, I, 8. 1869 ff), 
fiir hellenistisch-christlich ἃ. 1. vulgar heidenchristlich, fiir anti- 
montanistisch und antignostisch (Bryennios), fiir montanistisch 
(Hilgenfeld und Bonet-Maury), fiir theodotianisch (Kra- 
wutzcky), fiir katholisch resp. fiir eme Falschung aus byzan- 
tinischer Zeit (Cotterill u. A.). Gegen die Annahme, dass die 
Haltung des Verfassers katholisch, montanistisch, gnostisch, sad- 
duciisch und antichristlich τι. s. w. sei, braucht man die Schrift 
nicht erst zu schiitzen. Hbensowenig ist es nothwendig, auf die 
Unterschiebung antignostischer, antimontanistischer und monar- 
chianischer oder der ,Heilsgeschichte* feindlicher Tendenzen 
emzugehen. Wohl aber bedarf es einer Ablehnung der sehr 
verbreiteten Ansicht, dass der Verfasser der Schrift em Juden- 
christ und seine Tendenzen judenchristliche gewesen seien. Soll 
bei dem Ersteren lediglich an einen geborenen Juden gedacht 
werden, so mag die These als nicht weiter diskutirbar passiren . 
— auch Paulus, Barnabas und Apollo waren geborene Juden, 
und Hermas schrieb judengriechisch —, nur wiire schwerlich 
an einen palistinensischen Juden zu denken. Soll bei dem Letz- 
teren nur verstanden werden, dass der Verfasser nicht von Paulus 
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gelernt hat, so ist nichts emzuwenden. Soll das Buch ledighch 
desshalb als judenchristlich gelten, weil es nicht nur jiidische 
Ideen, sondern sogar einen jiidischen Aufsatz in sich biret, so 
mag — nur ist vor dem missverstiindlichen Gebrauch des Wortes 
~judenchristlich* zu warnen — die Behauptung passiren. Allein 
man versteht hier unter judenchristlich fast ausnahmslos die 
Zugehbrigkeit des Verfassers zu emem Kreise, der sich von den 
heidenchristlichen Gemeinden im Reiche spezifisch unterschieden 
hat und noch in irgend welchem Masse mit dem Judenthum als 
Nation zusammenhing. In diesem Sinne aber ist die Annahme 
falsch und irrefiihrend. Sie hingt mit eingewurzelten ITrr- 
thiimern betreffs der iltesten Geschichte des Christenthums tiber- 
haupt zusammen — Irrthiimern, die als Residuum der Baur’schen 
- Geschichtsbetrachtung in den Képfen seiner Geener hiingen geblie- 
ben sind — und wird daher schwer auszurotten sem. Der Thathbe- 
stand ist in Kiirze folgender: (1) der Verfasser schweigt tiber 
die Beschneidung und sonstige jiidische Riten vollstiindig, (2) er 
nennt die Juden an den beiden Stellen, wo er sie erwihnt, ein- 
fach ,Heuchler* (6. 8) und warnt davor, auch nur an denselben 
Tagen wie sie zu fasten, (3) von der Beobachtung des mosai- 
schen Gesetzes ist nirgendwo die Rede, ebensowenig von einem 
Vorzug irgend einer Nation in der Christenheit, (4) m dem 
grossen eschatologischen Abschnitt (c. 16), der aus Matth. ge- 
nommen ist, fehlen alle die Stellen, die sich auf Jerusalem oder 
auf das jiidische Volk, den Tempel u. s. w. beziehen, und von 
emem Herrlichkeitsreich in Paliistina ist nicht die Rede, obgleich 
der Verfasser ein sichtbares Reich Christi auf Erden vorausge- 
setzt hat, wie der Glaube an eine doppelte Auferstehung be- 
weist (5. Lechler, Ap. und nachapost. Zeitalter, 3. Aufl., 5. 592), 
(5) nicht das Hebriierev., sondern Matth. und Luk., resp. eime 
Bearbeitung derselben, ist benutzt, vielleicht auch — s. oben — 
paulinische Briefe, (6) Jesus heisst nicht der Sohn, sondern der 
Gott Davids, (7) das Buch ist in den Gebrauch der katholischen 
Kirchen iibergegangen. Diese Beobachtungen sind ausschlag- 
gebend, um den Verf. von allem Ebionitismus, dem groben und 
dem konzilianteren, zu entlasten. Wo das Judenthum als Nation 
in der Religion keine Rolle mehr spielt, da gibt es schlechter- 
dings kem Judenchristenthum mehr. Eine Betrachtung der 
Dinge, die bis zur Zeit Hadrians in der Christenheit ausser Ju- 
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denchristenthum und Paulinismus nichts wahrzunehmen vermag, 
gerith hier allerdings in Verlegenheit — denn ein Paulusschiiler 
war der Verfasser der Apostellehre nicht —; aber die Tage 
dieser kitmmerlichen Auffassung sind bereits gezihlt. Es werden 
jedoch bestimmte Wahrnehmungen geltend gemacht, welche 
die judenchristliche, dabei aber nicht antipaulinische Haltung 
des Verfassers erweisen sollen. Schaff hat sie (S. 125 ff. seiner 
Ausgabe) zusammengestellt; mit emigen anderen, die aus anderen 
Autoren geschépft sind — die ganz nichtigen habe ich weggelas- 
sen —, sind es folgende: (1) Nur die Zwélfe, nicht der Apostel 
Paulus, smd in der Apostellehre erwihnt — aber in diesem 
Stiicke unterscheidet sich der Verf. nicht von sehr vielen un- 
zweifelhaft vulgiir-christlichen Schriftstellern, ‘aus der ‘Zeit vor 
der Schépfung des neutestamentl. Kanons, 2) der Stil und die 
Phraseologie sind hebraisirend — aber die christliche Religion 
ist aus dem Judenthum entsprungen, hat sich aus dem A. Test. 
erbaut und ihre ersten Bekenner unter solchen Heiden geziihit, 
die schon vom Judenthum beriihrt waren, also ist es nur natiir- 
lich, dass die religiédse Sprache stets von der LXX und durch 
das Medium derselben vom Hebriischen bestimmt gewesen ist, 
(3) der Verf. nennt die Propheten Hohepriester — diese Art 
der Ausbeutung des A. T.’s war in den heidenchristlichen Ge- 
meinden nicht die Ausnahme, sondern-die Regel, (4) der Ver- 
fasser fordert die Erstlinge fiir die Propheten — diese zweite 
Art der Verwerthung des N. Ts fehlt selbst bei Paulus nicht 
ganz; sie ist in der iltesten Zeit im den heidenchristlichen Ge- 
meinden allerdings mit grosser Vorsicht und Zuriickhaltung ge- 
tibt worden; aber ganz gefehlt hat sie nie, und bald nach der 
Zeit Justins hat sie bedeutende Fortschritte gemacht, (5) der 
Verf. warnt, dass man nicht mit den Juden am Montag und 
Donnerstag fasten soll; er befiehlt das Fasten am Mittwoch und 
Freitag und nennt den Freitag παρασχευή — aber selbst wenn 
der Verf. das Fasten an den jiidischen Fasttagen unbeanstandet 
gelassen hiitte, wire dies so wenig ein Zeichen von Judenchristen- 
thum, als die Praxis der Quartadecimaner an sich ein solches 
ist. Die Beibehaltung gewisser jiidischer Formen bei Christiani- 
sirung des Inhalts ist ein wesentliches Charakteristikum der 
christlichen Religion tiberhaupt. Die Polemik unseres Verf.'s 
zeigt mithin, dass er ein sehr entschiedener Antijudaist (πὰ na- 
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tionalen Sinn) gewesen ist; andererseits zeigt sie aber nicht ein- 
mal das sicher, dass er wirklich Christen im Auge gehabt hat, 
welche zu einem national-beschriinkten Christenthum hinneigten. 
Dass er die Tage nach jiidischer Art benannt hat, ist nicht auf- 
fallend; denn die Woche kommt hier im religiésen Sinne in Be- 
tracht. Man besass aber in den christlichen Gemeinden nur fiir 
den Sonntag einen spezifisch-christlichen Namen, den auch un- 
ser Verfasser kennt (14, 1: κυριακὴ κυρίου); in der Bezeichnung 
der iibrigen Wochentage schloss man sich einfach der jiidischen 
Benennung an, die durch die Leidenswoche Christi gleichsam 
geheiligt war. Uber den Sabbath schweigt unser Verfasser 
ganz; er ist ihm eben nicht wie der Sonntag oder wie der Mitt- 
woch und Freitag ein irgendwie ausgezeichneter Tag, (6) der 
- Verfasser befiehlt, dreimal des Tages das Vater-Unser zu beten 
in offenbarem Anschluss an die jiidische Sitte — aber erstlich 
gilt hiertiber, was sub 5 bemerkt worden ist, zweitens wissen 
wir nicht sicher, welche Tagesstunden der Verfasser im Sinne 
gehabt hat, drittens hat sich nachweisbar die Beobachtung dreier 
Gebetszeiten in den heidenchristlichen Gemeinden des 2. Jahr- 
hunderts eingebiirgert, ist also nichts spezifisch Judenchristliches, 
(7) der Verf. fasst das Christenthum wesentlich als die héchste 
Moral, er ist em Moralist im besseren Sinne des Worts, ,wie 
Jakobus und Matthiius‘; er ist tiberhaupt dem Apostel Jakobus 
geistig sehr verwandt und er hat von dem Hrlésungstod Christi 
und den Mysterien des Glaubens fast ganz abgesehen, also kann 
er nur ei Judenchrist gewesen sein — um dieses Argument 
zu widerlegen, miisste man weit ausholen; dass es nichtig ist, 
kann hier nicht erwiesen werden, ebensowenig dass ,Jakobus*, 
d. h. der Briefschreiber, kein Judenchrist gewesen ist; 5. im All- 
gemeinen meine Dogmengeschichte Bd. 1, 8. 61 ff. 100 Π 215 ff. 
In Wahrheit ist das Argument umzukehren, d. h. fiir die vul- 
eir-christliche Haltung des Verfassers zu verwenden; (5) der 
Verf. greift die jiidische Religion nirgends an und unterscheidet 
sich dadurch streng von Barnabas — aber der Verf. greift iiber- 
haupt nicht an; die Juden sind ihm iibrigens, wie dem Barna- 
bas, em Volk von Heuchlern; das Argument ist ausserdem ein 
ganz verworrenes; denn die jiidische Religion hat, streng ge- 
nommen, ausser Paulus, Johannes und dem Verfasser des He- 
bréerbriefs, nur der Gnostizismus angegriffen; die Vorviiter der 
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katholischen Kirche haben diese Religion vielmehr fiir ihre eigene 
erklirt und dem heuchlerischen und verfiihrten Volk der Juden 
den Besitz und das Verstiindniss derselben abzusprechen versucht. 
— Alle diese Beobachtungen beweisen also nicht, was sie be- 
weisen sollen; sie erhirten zum Theil vielmehr das Entgegen- 
gesetzte. Hs ist aber schliesslich noch ein Argument hier zu 
nennen, welches als das kraftigste zum EHrweise des Juden- 
christenthums des Verfassers angefiihrt wird: er soll (c. 6) nicht 
nur das (judenchristliche) Verbot des Goétzenopferfleisches ein- 
geschirft, sondern auch die Beobachtung der jiidischen Speise- 
gebote als den Gipfel der christlichen Vollkommenheit ange- 
sehen, sie jedoch nicht mehr fiir unumgiinglich gehalten haben. 
Was erstlich das Verbot des Gétzenopferfleisch-Essens_ betrifft, 
so hat dasselbe nachweisbar seit dem Ende des 1. Jahrhunderts 
in den Gemeinden im Reiche, soweit wir sie kennen, gegolten 
(vgl. Keim, Aus dem Urchristenth. 8. 88 f.; Schmidt, De apost. 
decreti sententia p. 58 sq.); also folgt aus demselben nichts fiir 
den judenchristlichen Ursprung der Apostellehre. Den zweiten 
Punkt aber anlangend, so hatte doch an der beliebten Erklarung 
die Hrwigung stutzig machen sollen, dass eine Ansicht, nach 
welcher die Beobachtung der jiidischen Speisegesetze den Gipfel 
der christlichen Vollkommenheit darstellen soll, schlechterdings 
unerhért ist. Judenchristen haben gewiss, wie ihre Briider, die 
Juden, ihrer Gemeinschaft beitretenden Heiden die Beobachtung 
der Speisegesetze unter Umstinden bis zu einem gewissen Grade 
erleichtert; aber jene Betrachtungsweise hat desshalb noch keinen 
Raum. Und wie sollte unser Verfasser von der Beschneidung, 
dem Sabbathsgebot, dem jiidischen Volksthum vollkommen 
schweigen, dagegen lediglich die Speisen erwaihnen und auf diese 
jenes Gewicht legen? Wie sollte er c. 1—5 lediglich sittliche 
Anforderungen stellen, um dann in dem nachgebrachten 6. Ca- 
pitel die Beobachtung der jiidischen Speisegesetze als den Gipfel 
der Vollkommenheit zu erkliren? Also kann in dem Satze: 
περὶ τῆς βρώσεως ὃ δύνασαι βάστασον' ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ εἰδωλοϑύ- 
του λίαν πρόσεχε, unter βρῶσις nicht die jiidische Speisenord- . 
nung gemeint sein, sondern eine asketische Beschréinkung 
in den Speisen, vor allem in Bezug auf den Fleischgenuss, an 
welchen man wegen εἰδωλόϑυτον besonders zu denken hat. 
Diese Annahme, welche auch von dem besten Kenner der jii- 
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dischen Ordnungen, Schiirer, fiir die einzig mogliche erachtet 
wird, passt ferner allein in den Context. Dieser gebietet das 
6. Capitel — die Worte: εἰ μὲν γὰρ δύνασαι βαστάσαι ὅλον τὸν 
ζυγὸν τοῦ κυρίου, τέλειος ἔσῃ" εἰ δ᾽ οὐ δύνασαι, ὃ δύνῃ τοῦτο 
ποίει — so zu fassen, dass es einen Nachtrag enthilt zu den 
zwei Wegen, in welchem die Unterscheidung einer geringeren 
und einer héheren, d. ἢ. streng asketischen, enkratitischen Sitt- 
lichkeit nachgebracht wird. Dieser Nachtrag ist fiir die Hal- 
tung und somit auch fiir die Zeit des Verfassers von hoher Be- 
deutung, aber fiir das angebliche jiidische Christenthum des Ver- 
fassers beweist er schlechterdings nichts. Hat aber das 6. Ca- 
pitel in dieser oder einer fhnlichen Gestalt schon zu den voraus- 
zusetzenden jiidischen ,beiden Wegen* (s. oben) gehért, dann 
wire vielleicht bei βρῶσις an die jiidischen Speisegesetze zu 
denken, dann wire aber zugleich anzunehmen, dass der Christ, 
welcher diese ,beiden Wege* als christliche in Anspruch ge- 
nommen hat, unter βρῶσις enkratitische Speisegesetze verstanden 
wissen wollte — solche Umdeutungen jiidischer Gebote in der 
christlichen Gemeinde waren .ja etwas ganz Gewohnliches. 

Der Standpunkt des Verfassers der Apostellehre ist der des 
vulgiiren Heidenchristenthums der ilteren Zeit, wie dasselbe aus 
dem jiidischen Hellenismus durch Hinzutritt des Glaubens an 
Jesus Christus und einiger evangelischer Spriiche und Anord- 
nungen entstanden ist, und zwar ist der Verfasser ein klassischer 
Zeuge fiir jenen Standpunkt, weil er ihm fast nichts Individuelles 
beigemischt hat. In dieser Hinsicht steht er dem Verfasser des 
sog. 2 Clemensbriefes am niichsten. Abstrahirt man ferner bei 
den sog. apostolischen Viitern von dem, was jedem eigenthtim- 
lich ist, und stellt das Gememsame zusammen, zieht man aus 
Justin Schliisse auf das Christenthum der Gemeinden, die er 
kannte, so kommen die Ergebnisse dem sehr nahe, was wir der 
Apostellehre entnehmen kénnen. Ihr Verfasser ist kein Juden- 
christ und kein Pauliner, auch gebiihrt ihm, trotzdem er vor 
falschen Lehrern im allgemeinen warnt, kein mit ἀντί zusam- 
mengesetztes Pridikat — hoéchstens antijiidisch, d. ἢ. das jiidische 
Volk verdammend, wire er zu nennen. Er ist Universalist und 
weiss nichts von einem Unterschied der Nationen; er sieht in 
der διδαχὴ κυρίου vor allem eine sittlich-sociale Ordnung; er 


setzt selbstverstiindlich voraus, dass die Christen die Kraft be- 
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sitzen, diese Ordnung durchzufiihren; er will, dass in den Ge- 
beten wie im ganzen Leben die Hoffnung auf den Eintritt des 
Endes, auf die Sammlung der zerstreuten Kirche in das Gottes- 
reich und auf die Auferstehung zum Ausdruck komme; er will, 
dass die Christenheit, die von Gott geheiligte Kirche, auch heilig 
sel. Er bekennt sich in den Gebeten zu Gott, dem allmichtigen 
Herrn, der alle Dinge um seines Namens willen geschaffen hat, 
der den Menschen Speise und Trank giebt, welcher der heilige 
Vater ist, der seinem Namen in den Herzen der Gliubigen Woh- 
nung gemacht hat. Er bekennt sich ferner zum Sohn, zu Jesus, 
dem παῖς ϑεοῦ. der uns vom Vater den Glauben und die Er- 
kenntniss und das unsterbliche Leben geoffenbart hat; er sieht 
in ihm den Gott Davids, den heiligen Weinstock Davids und 
den Herrn, der durch die Propheten geredet hat; er verehrt in 
ihm die persénliche Gnade Gottes, welche zu besitzen mehr werth 
ist als die Welt (ἐλϑέτω χάρις καὶ παρελϑέτω ὃ κόσμος οὗτος), 
und wartet auf die Wiederkunft Christi. Er bekennt sich neben 
Vater und Sohn auch zum Geiste, welcher die bereitet hat, wel- 
che von Gott berufen sind. Endlich er fusst auf dem A. T., 
der héchsten jiidischen Ethik und dem Evangelium; er sieht in 
den zwolf Aposteln die Mittelglieder in der Uberlieferung 
zwischen dem Herrn und den Gemeinden, und er bezeugt die 
Taufe und das Abendmahl als die wichtigsten Handlungen: man 
wird Christ durch die Taufe und man bleibt es durch den An- 
theil an der eucharistischen Feier. Das ist in Kiirze der ,,Stand- 
punkt“, d. h. das Christenthum, des Verfassers. 

7) Zeit und Ort der Abfassung der Schrift. In Bezug 
auf die Zeit der Abfassung der Apostellehre haben die verschiedenen 
Ausleger alle Decennien von dem J. 50 bis 190 mit Beschlag 
belegt, und ausserdem fehlen selbst solche nicht, welche die 
Schrift in das 4. Jahrhundert (gleichzeitig mit den apostolischen 
Constitutionen oder nach denselben, so Long in dem ,,Baptist 
Quarterly“ 1884, Juli bis Sept.), oder noch spiiter (nach der 
pseudoathanasianischen Schrift de virginitate, so Cotterill) ver- 
setzen. Aber die Zahl derjenigen, welche eine Zeit empfehlen. 
die frither oder spiiter liegt als 70—165, ist sehr gering. Noch 
vor die grosse Missionsthitigkeit des Paulus setzt Sabatier die 
Schrift, wihrend Hilgenfeld und Bonet-Maury sie geraume 
Zeit nach der Mitte des 2. Jahrhunderts verfasst denken, da sie 
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in ihrer zweiten, spiteren Halfte Montanistisches enthalte, und 
Krawutzcky den Monarchianer Theodotus ins Auge fasst, den 
er filschlich mit dem Montanisten gleichen Namens identifizirt, 
ihn nicht minder irrthiimlich fiir einen ebionitischen Sekten- 
stifter erklirt und daher bis gegen 180 heruntergeht. Sieht 
man von diesen unhaltbaren Extremen ab, so stehen die drei 
Menschenalter von 70—100, 100—130, 130—165 zur Frage, von 
denen die beiden ersten sich des Beifalls der grossen Menge der 
Gelehrten erfreuen. (Hinige Daten: Bestmann 70—79; Zahn 
S0—120; Schaff 90—100; de Romestin, Massebieau, Funk, Langen, 
Potwin, Sadler, Lightfoot, Spence u. v. A. 80—100; Farrar um 
100; Hitchcock 100—120; Bryennios 120—160). Abzulehnen 
sind zunichst alle, den Dilettanten stets so nahe liegenden Ver- 
suche, die Apostellehre in eine uns bekannte, bestimmte ge- 
schichtliche Situation zu versetzen oder auf een bekannten Ver- 
fasser zuriickzufiihren; denn sie bietet dazu nicht den geringsten 
Anlass. Solche Phantasien sind bereits zahlreich ans Licht ge- 
treten. Hierher gehért der Versuch Sabatiers, aus der Apostel- 
lehre die Verhiltnisse vor dem Apostelkonzil festzustellen; ferner 
das Unternehmen Bestmanns (Geschichte der christl. Sitte, II, 
S. 136 ff.), m der Apostellehre das Manifest der judenchristlichen 
(petrinischen) Partei in Antiochien zu erkennen, welches von ihr 
gleich nach der Zerstérung Jerusalems an die Heidenchristen 
erlassen, von diesen aber im Barnabasbrief beantwortet, resp. ab- 
gelehnt worden sei (!); ferner der Hinfall Spences, den Bischot 
Simeon von Jerusalem, den Sohn des Kleopas, fiir den Verfasser 
zu halten; weiter die Behauptung Volkmars und Arnolds, 
das 16. Cap. zeige deutlich die Zeit des Barkochba; ferner die 
Phantasie Krawutzcky’s, der Verfasser sei der Monarchianer 
Theodotus u. s. w. 

Die Zeit der Abfassung der Apostellehre aus inneren Griin- 
den zu bestimmen, ist deshalb ein so schwieriges Unternehmen, 
weil die Schrift durchweg eine Compilation aus ilteren Stoffen 
ist, und man sich daher hiiten muss, sich nicht auf Klemente zu be- 
rufen, die dem Verfasser selbst iiberliefert gewesen sind. So 
sind héchst wahrscheinlich z. B. die Abendmahlsgebete ebenso- 
wenig fiir das geistige Higenthum des Verfassers zu halten, wie 
das Vater-Unser oder wie ,die beiden Wege‘, die er nur bear- 
beitet hat. Von ihnen aus darf man daher nicht argumentiren. 
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Die iiusseren Griinde (5. den folgenden Abschnitt 8) fiihren aber 
nicht weiter als bis zu der Erkenntniss, das unsere Schrift als 
heilige Schrift dem Clemens Alexandrinus bekannt gewesen ist. 
Daher ist sie keinesfalls nach ὁ. 165 anzusetzen. Dass man dieses 
Datum nicht zu iiberschreiten hat, ergibt sich aber auch aus 
inneren Erwigungen. Im Folgenden ist eine Reihe negativer 
Merkmale angefiihrt; es ist aber nicht die Memung, das jedes 
einzelne fiir sich die Zeit vor ὁ. 165 empfiehlt, vielmehr nur in 
ihrem Zusammenstehen gewinnen sie diese Bedeutung: (1) Es 
fehlt in der Apostellehre jede Spur eines neutestamentl. Kanons 
und der Autoritéit der Paulusbriefe, (2) jede Spur eines Symbols, 
einer regula fidei und einer geregelten dogmatischen Unter- 
weisung; (3) noch nicht vorhanden war der monarchische Epi- 
skopat; es gab nur Episkopen und Diakonen; aber nicht sie, son- 
dern die Propheten und Lehrer spielten die erste Rolle in den 
Gemeinden; (4) es scheint eine geregelte Gottesdienstordnung, 
wie Justin eine solche unter der Leitung des Vorstehers bereits 
vorausgesetzt hat, zu fehlen; (5) ebenso fehlt jede Bestimmung 
iiber einen ,,Vorsteher“ bei der Taufe, wihrend den Episkopen 
und Diakonen allerdmgs eine Beziehung auf die Opferhandlung 
gegeben ist; die Schrift richtet sich in allem an alle Mitglieder 
der Gemeinde, befiehlt, dass sie sich Episkopen und Diakonen 
einsetzen mégen τι. 5. w.; (6) es fehlt die Erwihnung von sym- 
bolischen, die Taufe begleitenden Handlungen, ferner (7) des 
Jahresosterfestes, (8) des Verbotes des Genusses von Blut und 
Ersticktem, (9) der Zehntenordnung, (10) der Exkommunikation; 
es fehlt endlich (11. 12) jede Spur emer Existenz der monta- 
nistischen Bewegung und jede Charakterisirung von Irrlehrern; 
selbst bei Hermas ist hier mehr zu finden. (Erwihnt sei endlich 
— doch ist das nicht massgebend —, dass auf die Lage der Ge- 
meinden inmitten einer heidnischen, ihnen feindlichen Welt, ab- 
~gesehen von der Stelle c. 1, 4 fin., keme Riicksicht genommen _ 
ist). In dem Kreise, aus welchem unsere Schrift stammt, waren 
also die katholischen Massstiibe noch unbekannt, ja sie lassen 
sich kaum als im Anzug befindlich erkennen. Fast lediglich 
die aus der Uberschrift zu erschliessende Bedeutung der Zwilf- 
apostel fallt hier ins Gewicht; aber gerade sie ist m den Ge- 
meinden uralt gewesen. Die Gemeinden haben sich unzweifel- 
haft der Kirche Marcions noch nicht gegeniiber befunden; sie 


Abfassungszeit. 23 


lebten noch sozusagen in einer Art von Urzustand oder sie sollten 
doch nach dem Willen des Verfassers in demselben leben. Dass 
dieser Zustand irgendwo in der Christenheit noch nach der Zeit 
um 160 so beschaffen gewesen ist, wie wir ihn aus der Apostel- 
lehre erkennen, ist weder zu erweisen noch zu muthmassen. 
Aber ist die Schrift nicht viel alter? Nun — unzweifel- 
haft zeigt sie eme Reihe yon Merkmalen, die nach unserer bis- 
herigen Kenntniss der Dinge sich besser in die Zeit zwischen 
80—120, als zwischen 120—160 fiigen. Was sie z. B. iiber 
Apostel, Propheten und Lehrer sagt, ist gemessen an Clemens, 
Polykarp, Hermas, Justin — von Ignatius zu schweigen —, viel 
alterthiimlicher und hat seine Stelle nahe bei der paulinischen 
Zeit zu erhalten. Auch manches Andere ist hier zu erwihnen, 
was an das héchste Alterthum zu denken empfiehlt. Aber — 
und hier ist ein Kanon aufzustellen, der selten respektirt wird 
— wo uns nicht sichere Zahlen an die Hand gegeben sind, da 
haben wir uns davor zu hiiten, in der Geschichte des Urchristen- 
thums die relative Zeitbestimmung mit einer ziffermissigen zu 
vertauschen; denn wir kennen die Stufen der Entwickelung des 
alten Christenthums im Reich zum katholischen Christenthum 
fiir die meisten Provinzen gar nicht, fiir kee einzige als stetige 
Reihe; wir haben aber andererseits Grund zu der Annahme, dass 
in manchen Provinzen sich sehr Alterthiimliches lange erhalten 
und dann nahezu mit emem Schlage verwandelt hat. Unsere 
Schrift kann also zeitlich spiiter fallen als der erste Clemens- 
brief, Hermas, ja selbst als die Ignatiusbriefe, wiihrend man ihr 
trotzdem ohne Zweifel eine friihere Stufe anzuweisen hat, wenn 
man die Entstehungsgeschichte des Katholizismus aus dem ur- 
spriinglichen Zustande zu schildern unternimmt. Hat man sich 
einmal davon iiberzeugt, dass die Apostellehre zwischen 70 und 
165 fallt, so ist die nichste Frage die, ob sie Merkmale auf- 
weist, welche zeigen, dass hinter ihr bereits eimige christliche 
Generationen liegen. Diese Frage scheint mir aber mit héchster 
Wahrscheinlichkeit bejaht werden zu miissen. Auf die ,,Zwolf- 
apostel* will ich mich nicht berufen; aber die Schrift zeigt (1), 
dass im Stande der Apostel und Propheten eime Corruption aus- 
gebrochen ist, die strenge Schutzmassregeln néthig macht; sie 
zeigt (2) das Ansehen der Propheten im Wanken; der Verf. muss 
es durch exorbitante Zumuthungen an die Gemeinde und durch 
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heftige Drohungen schiitzen; er beruft sich dabei (3) wider das 
Misstrauen auf eine Generation ,,alter Propheten“, die bereits 
dahingegangen ist — unter diesen kénnen nicht (s. meine Aus- 
gabe S. 44 ff.) die alttestamentlichen Propheten verstanden sein, 
sondern nur iiltere christliche Propheten; (4) der vorliegende 
Text zeigt im ,den beiden Wegen‘ ὁ. 1 gewisse Abschwichungen 
der evangelischen Forderungen, und hat namentlich in dem An- 
hang zu denselben ὁ. 6 die Unterscheidung emer héheren und 
einer niederen christlichen Sittlichkeit zum Ausdruck gebracht; 
5) die Einschirfung des Erstlingsgebots, der festen Gebets- und 
Fastenordnung ist auf heidenchristlichem Gebiet das Zeichen 
eer spiteren Zeit und der Anfang einer Entwickelung, die 
spiter gréssere Dimensionen annehmen sollte; (6) auch das, was 
der Verfasser iiber die Episkopen und Diakonen bemerkt, dass 
sie nimlich den Gemeinden τῇ» λειτουργίαν τῶν προφητῶν 
χαὶ διδασκάλων leisten und zusammen mit diesen zu ehren seien, 
kann nicht das urspriingliche Verhialtniss beschreiben; (7) die 
Bestimmungen tiber das Fasten vor der Taufe und die Zulassung 
der Besprengungstaufe fallen ins Gewicht; (8) der eschatolo- 
gische Schlussabschnitt zeigt nicht die Gluth, welche die dem 
Verfasser tiberlieferten Gebete aufweisen, und es fehlt die Schil- 
derung des Herrlichkeitsreiches Christi auf Erden. Diese Beob- 
achtungen, welche es nicht rathsam erscheinen lassen, das Buch 
in die beiden ersten Generationen der Heidenchristen zu ver- 
weisen, werden aber sehr verstiirkt durch die Wahrnehmung, 
dass der Verf. unser Matth.-Ev. (selbst c. 28,19) und vielleicht 
auch unser Lukas-Evangelium vorausgesetzt hat und itiberhaupt 
in seinen evangelischen Citaten nicht eine alterthiimliche, sondern 
eine verhiltnissmiassig spiite Haltung aufweist (keine neuen ey. 
Stoffe); sie werden ferner verstaérkt durch den Zusammenhang 
der Avd. mit dem Barnabasbrief, der freilich selbst nicht genauer 
als auf c. 96 bis 125 datirt werden kann. Somit ist zu urtheilen, 
dass die Annahme der Abfassung der Apostellehre vor dem 
Jahr 120 unsicher, vor dem Jahr 100 sehr unwahrscheinlich ist, 
dass man die ganze Zeit zwischen 120 und 165 offen zu halten 
hat, dass aber innerhalb dieses Zeitraums die dlteren Daten in 
den meisten Fallen weniger Schwierigkeiten machen, als die 
jiingeren. 


Was den Ort der Abfassung betrifft — die Schrift trigt 
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kee ausgesprochene Lokalfarbe —, so hat man im Rathen das 
Héchste geleistet. Die grosse Mehrzahl der Gelehrten hat sich 
allerdings fiir Agypten (Alexandrien, Oberagypten) ausgesprochen; 
daneben aber sind genannt worden Syrien und Palistina (Cas- 
pari, Krawutzcky, Langen und viele Amerikaner), und zwar 
Antiochien (Bestmann, Schaff: ,In Antioch, as well as in 
Jerusalem, all the conditions [except the community of goods| 
were given for such a Jewish-Christian Irenicum as the Didache‘) 
und Jerusalem (Spence), ferner Kleinasien (Hilgenfeld), 
Macedonien (Thessalonich), Griechenland (Wordsworth), Rom 
(Massebieau) und selbst Konstantinopel (wenn die Schrift eine 
spite Falschung ist). Die fusseren Zeugnisse und die Quelle 
(der Barnabasbrief resp. eine mit diesem gemeinsame Quelle) 
legen allein Agypten nahe. Die Berufung dagegen auf ὁ. 9, 4, 
dass das Brot ,auf den Hiigeln* verstreut war — ein sehr be- 
hebtes Argument fiir Syrien —, verschligt schon deshalb nicht, 
weil die Phrase in einem Gebet vorkommt, welches dem Verf. 
wie das Vater-Unser héchst wahrscheinlich iiberliefert war. Dass 
die Apostellehre auch in den apostolischen Constitutionen Ver- 
wendung gefunden hat, [8110 fiir Syrien ebenfalls nicht ins Ge- 
wicht; denn der syrische Fialscher hatte die Bibliothek des Eu- 
sebius zur Verfiigung. Auch mehrere subtile Beobachtungen 
kénnen fiir Agypten geltend gemacht werden (s. meine Aus- 
gabe 5. 159 f. 167 f), Ζ. B. das Fehlen der βασιλεία in der 
Doxologie des Vater-Unsers; sie fehlt niimlich in der sahidischen 
Version des Matthius (allerdings auch bei Gregor von Nyssa). 
Gegen das Zeugniss der Geschichte des Buches, welches allein 
fiir Agypten als Ursprungsort spricht, kann nichts aus der Schrift 
selbst angefiihrt werden, sobald man von der Grossstadt Alexan- 
drien absieht. Man darf es daher fiir wahrscheinlich, keines- 
wegs fiir sicher halten, dass die Apostellehre aus der igyp- 
tischen Christenheit stammt. 

8) Geschichte der Schrift in der Kirche, Bearbei- 
tungen. Die Geschichte der Schrift in der Kirche, die iiber- 
haupt nur in Triimmern uns vorliegt, kann nicht erédrtert wer- 
den, bevor nicht von den Bearbeitungen gehandelt ist. Diese 
stellen es niimlich, wie sich gleich zeigen wird, sicher, dass un- 
serer Schrift eine altere Rezension ,der beiden Wege* zugrunde 
liegt. Ist dies aber erwiesen, so wiirde, falls gezeigt werden 
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kann, dass auch jene iltere Schrift den Namen ,Apostellehre* 
getragen hat, in jedem einzelnen Fall erst zu untersuchen sein, 
ob sich die Testimonien wirklich auf die uns in der konstantino- 
politaner Handschrift vorliegende Schrift beziehen oder nicht. 

Schon vor der Publizirung der Handschrift (im folgenden 
M genannt) hat Krawutzcky (Theol. Quartalschr. 1882, 5. 359 
—445) ein altkirchliches Unterrichtsbuch ,die beiden Wege* 
aus dem Barnabasbrief (B), dem 7. Buch der apostolischen Con- 
stitutionen c. 1—21 (A) und der sog. ,apostolischen Kirchen- 
ordnung* ὁ. 1—14 (K) wiederhergestellt. Seine Restitution wurde 
gliinzend durch die neue Handschrift bestiitigt; denn sie deckte 
sich fast vollstiindig mit den ersten sechs Capiteln derselben. 
Bryennios und der Verfasser nahmen nun an, dass Barnabas die 
Quelle sei, dass ihm die Avday7 folge, und dass aus der Aiday7 
die Redaktionen A und K geflossen seien, von welchen sich A 
eng an M angeschlossen, K dagegen manches ausgelassen habe. 
Vor Aufstellung dieser Hypothese hatte die Einsicht bewahren 
sollen, dass der héchst charakteristische Passus 1, 3—6; 2, 1 der 
Didache sowohl bei B als in K fehlt. Allein da man annahm, 
dass K ausser M auch B selbst benutzt habe, so war jene Hy- 
pothese zur Noth ertriiglich. Sie wurde jedoch vollends umge- 
stossen durch die Entdeckung eines Bruchstiicks einer lateinischen 
Schrift: ,doctrina Apostolorum‘, welches aufzufinden dem Spiir- 
sinn von Gebhardt’s gelang (8. meine Ausgabe 5. 275 fi: 
,Hin tibersehenes Fragment der Avday7) in alter lat. Ubersetzung 
mitgetheilt von Ὁ. von Gebhardt‘). Dieses Stiick (1) deckt sich 
mit M 1, 1—3a, und 2, 2—6a ἃ. h. es fehlt in ihm wiederum 
M 1, 3—6 und 2, 1. Hiernach kann m. Εἰ. kein Zweifel sein 
(iber einen Versuch, die Prioritét des in M erhaltenen Textes 
doch zu retten, 5. Gebhardt a. a Ὁ. 5. 279 ff.), dass in der 
urspriinglichen Apostellehre 1, 3b—6; 2, 1 gefehlt hat. Dies 
haben Holtzmann, Bratke u. viele Andere erkannt; nament- 
lich aber gebiihrt Warfield (Biblioth. Sacra 1886, p. 100 bis 
161) das Verdienst, die urspriinglichen ,beiden Wege* aus 
BMKAL, wozu noch Citate bei Hermas, Clemens Alex., Lactantius 
und den Sibyllen kommen, sehr sorgfiltig festgestellt zu 
haben (ausser der grossen Auslassung 1, 3—2, 1 sind die Unter- 
schiede vom Texte M noch ziemlich zahlreich, aber nicht von 
grosser Bedeutung). Es ergiebt sich, dass M in den _ beiden 
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Wegen nicht aus B geschépft hat (ebensowenig B aus M, wie 
auch Warfield zugesteht), ferner dass der urspriinglichere Text 
der beiden Wege bei B L und K vorliegt, der erweiterte in M 
und A. Die neueren Untersuchungen aber haben noch weit 
mehr zu Tage geférdert. Nach tastenden und mehr oder weniger 
unsicheren Versuchen verschiedener Gelehrter hat C. Taylor in 
seiner vortrefflichen Schrift: ,The Teaching of the twelve apost- 
les with illustrations from the Talmud‘, Cambridge 1886, es m. 
E. fast zur Evidenz gebracht, dass die Urschrift der beiden 
Wege jiidischen Ursprungs ist — ein fiir Proselyten bestimmter 
Katechismus. Ich habe diese Ansicht schon in meiner Dogmen- 
geschichte (1. 5. 105) angedeutet; allein Taylor gebitihrt das 
Verdienst sie energisch geltend gemacht und bewiesen zu haben. 
Ihm hat ein so conservativer Kritiker, wie George Salmon 
es ist, beigestimmt. Er schreibt in seiner Vorlesung: ,Non- 
canonical Books“, London 1886 p. 57: ,...I1 have found the 
greatest assistance from a study of the Didache in connexion 
with the Talmud, by Dr. Taylor. It results from his investiga- 
tions that the Didache is an intensily Jewish document, and 
that its contents are so well accounted for by the use of Jewish 
sources, that we lose all attemption to imagine that the author 
had need to resort to Barnabas for guidance. But Dr. Taylor’s 
illustrations do more than convince me that the author of the 
Didache had received a Jewish training; they seem to me to 
make it probable that the ,Two Ways‘ is a pre-Christian work ; 
in other words, that the author of the Didache has taken a 
Jewish manual of instruction for proselytes, and has adapted it 
for Christian use by additions of his own; in particular by in- 
_ sertions from the Sermon on the Mount.‘ Von hier aus fallt 
auch ei ganz neues Licht auf die Geschichte des Buches. Im 
Folgenden stelle ich die Ergebnisse meiner wiederholten Be- 
miihungen um dieselbe zusammen. Wer die Geschichte der 
Kritik der «Πδαχή aufmerksam verfolgt hat, wird die Behaup- 
tung vielleicht nicht zu ktihn finden, dass die nachstehenden 
Siitze als das Resultat derselben bezeichnet werden diirfen: 

1) Juden haben im ersten Jahrhundert unserer Zeit- 
rechnung oder schon friiher eine Instruction fiir Proselyten 
unter dem Titel ,die beiden Wege* verfasst. Diese Instruc- 
tion kann aus BMKLA noch fasst wortlich wiederhergestellt 
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werden.') Sie reichte jedenfalls bis Διό. 5, héchst wahrschein- 
lich bis 6. 6 (incl.), ja méglicher Weise noch dartiber hinaus. 
Man kann namlich vermuthen?), dass in der jiidischen Instruction 
Bestimmungen enthalten waren, welche mit den christlichen Be- 
stimmungen tiber Taufe, Fasten, Gebet, Erstlinge u. s. w. corre- 
spondirt haben. Diese Vermuthung empfiehlt sich besonders 
angesichts der cc. 8 u. 13 der Διδαχή. Allein die Verfolgung 
dieser Méglichkeit fithrt in ein vollig dunkles Gebiet — der 
christliche Bearbeiter miisste seine Vorlage hier ginzlich umgear- 
beitet haben —; daher lasse ich sie fallen und nehme nur ,die 
beiden Wege“ al jiidisch in Anspruch. 

2) Die jiidischen ,beiden Wege* enthielten das, was wir 
416. 1, 1—1, 3 init. u. 2,2—5, 2 lesen, und zwar mit Ausnahme 
kleiner Abweichungen, die wir aus Barnabas constatiren kénnen, 
wortlich und in derselben Reihenfolge. Ausserdem enthielten 
sie vielleicht den wesentlichen Inhalt von ec. 6, der sich 
auf die Speisegesetze bezog. Aus B und L diirfen wir schliessen, 
dass die beiden Wege auch als die Wege des Lichts und der 
Finsterniss bezeichnet worden sind, ferner — aus B — dass még- 
licherweise in manchen Abschriften das Stiick Δι. 8, 1—6 gefehlt 
hat. Die Anlage war diese, dass als der Weg des Lebens die 
Gottes- und Nachstenliebe sowie ,die goldene Regel* bezeichnet 
war; als Auslegung folgten nun die Verbote des Dekalogs (grobe 
Siinden), sodann die Verbote alles dessen, ,was dem Bésen ahn- 
lich ist* nach den Geboten einer héheren Sittlichkeit, wie sie 
lingst sowohl von den Pharisiern als von hellenistischen Juden 
aufgestellt waren; hierauf folgten (3, 7—4, 14) die positiven Ge- 
bote, erst im Allgemeinen zur rechten Gesinnung (Sanftmuth, 
Langmuth, Giite, Demuth, Gottergebenheit 3,7—10), sodann zum 
rechten Verhalten gegen den Lehrer, gegen die Gemeinde und 
in den verschiedenen Beziehungen zu den Briidern, Kindern, 
Sklaven u. s. w. Allgemeine Ermahnungen (4, 12—14) zum 
Hass gegen das Gottwidrige, zum ptinktlichen Befolgen der Ge- 


1) Dass die Instruction jiidischen Ursprungs ist, folgt aus der Ab- 
wesenheit aller spezifisch christlichen Merkmale und evangelischen Spriiche, 
aus der Beobachtung, dass das Thema (4d. 1, 2) nicht in der evange- 
lischen Fassung angegeben ist, und aus den zahlreichen Parallelen, wel- 
che die jiidisch-palistinensische und hellenistische Literatur bieten. 

2) 8. Taylor, a. a, Ὁ 8. 49 if. 
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bote Gottes, zum Siindenbekenntniss und zur rechten Verfassung 
beim Gebet bildeten den Beschluss. Der Todesweg war ganz 
summarisch angegeben. Hierauf folgten vielleicht — 5. 
oben — Bestimmungen iiber das Verhiiltniss der Proselyten zu 
den jiidischen Speisegesetzen; sie wurden ihnen nicht zugemuthet, 
aber empfohlen. Vermuthlich war hier auch von Beschneidung, 
Sabbath u. s. w. die Rede. 

3) Diese jiidische Proselyteninstruction ist — wie das Alte 
Testament — von Christen sehr friihe schon iibernommen worden, 
und zwar wurde sie als Taufrede gebraucht zur Einschiirfung 
der christlichen Sittlichkeit. Als solche hat sie in stereotyper 
oder in freierer Form viele Jahrhunderte hindurch gedient*) und 
ist selbst is Abendland gedrungen. 

4) Im nachapostolischen Zeitalter hat der Verf. des Barna- 
basbriefes diese Instruction semer Schrift einverleibt. Er kannte 
sie héchst wahrscheinlich noch nicht als ee ,Lehre der Apostel*, 
denn davon sagt er nichts; in dem Kreise, fiir welchen er zunichst 
geschrieben hat, wird die Instruction noch unbekannt gewesen 
sein; er selbst aber hat sie wohl aus dem Gediichtniss citirt, und 
so erklirt sich vielleicht die Unordnung, in welcher er ihre Siitze 
reproducirt hat. Er hat aber von Higenem fast nichts hinzugefiigt 
und muss daher, wo es auf den Wortlaut der einzelnen Sitze 
ankommt, hie und da als der vorziiglichste Zeuge gelten. 

5) Eim anderer unbekannter Christ hat die jiidische Instruc- 
tion zu einer ,Lehre der (zwélf)Apostel* erhoben — wie man 
die ATlichen Biicher fiir christliche, eine jiidische Apokalypse 
fiir apostolisch-johanneisch u. s. w. ausgegeben hat. Hier erhebt 
sich aber nun die Frage, ob der, welcher dies (zuerst) gethan 
hat, identisch ist mit dem Verfasser der ΖΔιδαχή, wie sie uns 
vorliegt. Man kann diese Frage auch so formuliren: ist der in 
K und. vorliegende, kiirzere, iiltere-und darum B niiher stehende 
Text der beiden Wege ein Biichlein fiir sich gewesen — welches 
den Namen διδαχὴ τῶν ἀποστόλων»" gefiihrt hat — oder waren 
demselben von Anfang an die cc. 7—16 beigesellt? Im ersteren 
Fall wiirde es in Bezug auf eine Reihe von Citaten bei den 


3) Zu denken giebt auch die sehr gut bezeugte LA in Act. 15, 29: 
? - 4 
ἀπέχεσϑαι εἰδωλοϑύτων καὶ αἵματος καὶ πνιχτῶν καὶ πορνείας. καὶ ὅσα 
” ‘ -~ ~ 
(av) μὴ ϑέλετε ξαυτοῖς γενέσϑαι, ἑτέρῳ μὴ ποιεῖν. 
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Kirchenvitern véllig dunkel bleiben, ob sie wirklich das uns in 
der Handschrift vorliegende Werk bezeugen oder nur ,die beiden 
Wege*. Im anderen Falle unterschiede sich die zweite Recen- 
sion von der ersten fast lediglich durch die Hinzufiigung der 
Verse 1, 3—2, 1. In beiden Fallen ist es von Bedeutung, fest- 
zustellen, in welcher Zeit der merkwiirdige Zusatz 1, 3—2, 1 
gemacht ist und wie man ihn zu beurtheilen hat. Wieviel in 
1, gestanden hat, liisst sich nun leider schlechterdings nicht mehr 
sagen; denn das Fragment bricht schon bei c. 2, 6 ab. In Καὶ 
reicht die Bearbeitung bis ὁ. 4, 8 (resp. in der Ottob. Hand- 
'schrift bis 4, 14); es fehlt also hier nicht nur cc. 7—16, sondern 
auch das 5. Capitel, welches doch ohne Zweifel einen Bestand- 
theil des alten Biichlems gebildet hat. Ausserdem aber findet 
sich in K. c. 12 ein Satz aus M 10, 3 u. 13, 1. 2. Also darf 
man sich weder auf L noch auf K mit irgend welcher Sicher- 
heit berufen zum Hrweise, dass die christliche Bearbeitung der 
jiidischen Proselyteninstruction ohne die cc. 7—16 in der Kirche 
als Apostellehre zirkulirt hat. In A aber liegt die Apostel- 
lehre vom Anfang bis zum Schlusse bearbeitet vor. Also ist es 
methodisch angezeigt, von den beiden Méglichkeiten — 1) die 
jiidische Instruction ist einfach als Apostellehre bezeichnet und 
als solche in Umlauf gesetzt worden, die christlichen Zusitze in 
ὁ. 1—5 sowie die cc. 7—16 sind spiiter zugefiigt, 2) die jiidische 
Instruction ist als ,Apostellehre* edirt worden, idem die cc. 7 
—16 zugefiigt worden sind, spiter erst sind die christlichen 
Zusitze in ὁ. 1—5 gemacht worden — die letztere zu bevor- 
zugen. Hiernach gestaltet sich die Geschichte des Buches wie 
folgt: Kim unbekannter Christ hat die jiidischen ,beiden Wege* 
unter Hinzufiigung der cc. 7—16+*) (in welchen er Bekanntschaft 
mit dem Barnabasbrief verrith) als Apostellehre edirt. Diese 
Edition besitzen wir nicht mehr; besissen wir noch die grie- 
chische Vorlage von L vollstiindig oder das Exemplar der 


4) In diesen Capiteln lassen sich τη. Εἰ. nicht zwei Hande unter- 
scheiden; nimmt man also an, dass sie von Anfang an in der christlichen 
Διδαχή vorhanden waren (5. oben), so hat man keinen sicheren Grund, fiir 
sie eine kiirzere Form vorauszusetzen als in M vorliegt. Doch haben wir 
hier unser Nichtwissen einzugestehen; aus dem Fragment, welches Pseu- 
docyprian bringt (s. u.) muss man auf eine andere Form der cc. 7—16, 
nicht aber auf eine iltere, schliessen. 
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Didache, welches Καὶ benutzt hat, so hatten wir aller Wahrschein- 
lichkeit nach die Urgestalt der christlichen Apostellehre; denn 
L und K zeigen einen ilteren Text als M. Diese Recension ist 
um den Abschnitt 1, 3—2, 1 erweitert worden, und so ist unter 
Hinzufiigung kleiner, unbedeutender Anderungen die uns in M 
und A yorliegende Form entstanden®). Dass es ausserdem noch 
andere Recensionen gegeben hat, ist im Hinblick auf die Zeug- 
nisse der Kirchenvater wahrscheinlich. 

6) Der Abschnitt 1, 3—2, 1 ist hinzugefiigt worden, um 
-die beiden Wege* mit evangelischem Stoff, den man in einer 
Sdayn κυρίου διὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων» Vermissen musste, auszu- 
statten. Durch diese Hinzufiigung ist die Disposition des Lebens- 
wegs ginzlich geiindert worden, sofern nun ὁ. 1, 3—6 als die 
Ausfiihrung der Gotteshebe, ὁ. 2 ff. als die Ausfiihrung der 
Niachstenliebe erscheint. Von hier aus haben wir noch einmal 
die Zeit der Abfassung in’s Auge zu fassen. Durch die Aus- 
scheidung des Abschnittes 1, 3—2, 1 werden wichtige Instanzen 
gegen ein hodheres Alter der urspriinglichen Recension der 
Apostellehre weggeriumt; denn nur hier war die Abhingigkeit 
vom Hirten recht wahrscheinlich (s. oben), und hier vor allem 
war eine Recension der evangelischen Spriiche zu erkennen, die 
mit Tatian’s Diatessaron, resp. mit emer Hvangelienharmonie 
frappante Ubereinstimmungen aufwies (Scheidet man 1, 3—2, 1 
aus, so darf man wohl urtheilen, dass die urspriingliche Schrift 
einfach das Matth.-Ev., wie wir es lesen, voraussetzt; c. 16, 1 ist, 
fiir sich genommen, keine feste Grundlage fiir die Annahme, 
dass auch das Lucas-Ey. benutzt ist). Ist nun der Zusatz 1, 3 
—2, 1 nach der Zeit des Tatian, resp. nach der Zeit, da man in 
den Gemeinden das Matth.- und Lucas-Ey. las und mit emander 
verband, jedoch noch immer vor der Zeit, in welcher unsere 
Evangelien fiir kanonisch galten, entstanden, so kann die ur- 
spriingliche Recension geraume Zeit friiher angesetzt werden. 
Uber das Alter der weiteren kleinen Zusitze in M, die sich in A 
nicht finden (s. unten Anm. 5), lasst sich nichts Bestimmtes 
sagen. 


5) Nicht unméglich ist, dass in M ο 1, 4a: χαὶ ἔσῃ τέλειος, ¢. 1, 
4b: οὐδὲ γὰρ δύνασαι, und Alles bis zum Schluss des 1. Capitels von den 
Worten: V. 5: μαχάριος ὃ διδούς ab noch spiitere Zusiitze sind; denn sie 
fehlen in A und machen im Zusammenhang Schwierigkeiten. 
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Folgende Tafel wird ein Stiick der Geschichte der beiden Wege 
veranschaulichen; man wird aus ihr erkennen, dass aus BMKLA 
die jiidischen beiden Wege, aus KLM die ilteste christliche Ge- 
stalt derselben — die sich indess von der jiidischen sachlich 
wenig unterschieden hat — und aus MA die zweite Recension 
ermittelt werden kann. 


(Die jiidischen ,beiden Wege‘). 
in verschiedenen Auspragungen 


| | 
Barnabas (B) 


(Die erste Recension der 
Apostellehre) 6) 


| ee | 
Die latein. Die apost. RO.(K) Die zweite Recension der 
Version (L) Apostellehre 


M Die apostol. Constit. 
C. VII (A). 

Die Zeugnisse: Vor Clemens Alexandrinus kann man eine 
Benutzung unserer Schrift nicht nachweisen; denn Barnabas ist 
alter (ἄρον Hermas s. oben), und bei den Apologeten des 2. Jahr- 
hunderts finden sich keine sicheren Spuren emer Bekanntschaft 
(bei Aristides eine Sachparallele, s. meine Texte und Unters. I, 
1.2, 5. 111 zu Διό, 1, 2). Allerdings hat Zahn in sehr lehr- 
reicher Untersuchung eine Benutzung des 7. Capitels der Apostel- 
lehre bei Justin (Apol. I, 61) nachweisen zu kénnen geglaubt 
(Zeitschr. f. K.Gesch. VIL, 8. 66 ff.), aber auf Grund einer Textes- 
inderung bei Justin, die schweren Bedenken unterliegt. Da- 
gegen hat (s. Bryennios und Zahn, Forschungen III, 8. 279. ff.) 
Clemens an mehreren Stellen seiner Schriften — Piidagog, Strom. 
und Quis dives — stillschweigend die Apostellehre benutzt und 
auch, wie Quis div. 29 beweist, die zweite Hilfte derselben ge- 
kannt (s. 4d. c. 9, 2). An einer Stelle (Strom. I, 100) hat er _ 


6) Ihrem Verf. war der Barnabasbrief nicht unbekannt; aber die 
beiden Wege hat er ihm nicht entnommen. Um der Verschiedenheiten 
in L und K willen ist anzunehmen, dass die erste Recension schon Ande- 
rungen erlitten hat. 
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sie aber ausdriicklich als γραφή bezeichnet; sie gehérte ihm 
also in den Kreis der heiligen Schriften. Demgemiiss hat er 
sogar den Dekalog des Moses (Paed. II, 89; III, 89; Protrept. 
109) mit solchen Zusitzen wiedergegeben, die sich in der Apostel- 
lehre finden. Auch bei Origenes ist es Bornemann (Theolog. 
Literaturzte. 1885, Nr. 17, Col. 413) und Thomas Potwin (The 
Independent, New-York, 21. Jan. 1886) gelungen, die Benutzung 
nachzuweisen. Bornenann hat darauf aufmerksam gemacht, 
dass Orig. Hom. VI in I. Judic. (Lommatzsch XI, p. 258): 
,antequam verae vitis, quae ascendit de radice David, sanguine 
imebriemur*, aus Avd. 9, 2 geflossen ist, und Potwin hat gezeigt, 
dass Origenes wie Clemens die Apostellehre als ,,scriptura divina‘ 
bezeichnet hat; denn das Citat de prince. III, 2, 7: ,,Propterea 
docet nos -scriptura divina, omnia quae accidunt nobis tamquam 
a deo illata suscipere, scientes quod sine deo mhil fit. Quod 
autem haec ita sint, id est, quod sine deo nihil fiat, quomodo 
possumus dubitare, domino et salvatore pronuntiante et docente: 
Nonne passeres etc.*, ist allerdings mit Wahrscheinlichkeit auf 
Awd. 3, 10 zuriickzufiithren. Diese Entdeckungen waren ausser- 
ordentlich dankenswerth; denn bisher waren bei Origenes keine 
Citate nachgewiesen (die riithselhafte Stelle Hom. in Lev. X fin., 
Delarue II, p. 246: ,sed est alia ieitunandi ratio δά πὸ religiosa, 
cuius laus quorundam apostolorum litteris praedicatur. Invenimus 
enim in quodam libello ab apostolis dictum: Beatus est qui 
etiam ieiunat pro eo ut alat pauperem‘, kann nicht auf die Apo- 
stellehre zuriickgefiihrt werden). Wir haben jetzt somit — 
Origenes und Clemens bezeugen beide Theile der Apostellehre 
und bezeugen sie als heilige Schrift — die Grundlage, die es 
uns erklirt, dass Eusebius in seinem beriihmten Capitel iiber 
den neutest. Kanon (h. 6. III, 25) in der zweiten Abtheilung der 
zweiten Gruppe von Schriften (ἀντελεγόμενα-»όϑα) neben dem 
Barnabasbrief die λεγόμεναι διδαχαὶ τῶν ἀποστόλων aufgeriihlt 
hat (5. meine Ausgabe 5. 5 ff.). Wir diirfen nun auch annehmen 
— denn Eusebius ist von den Alexandrinern abhingig —, dass er 
unsere Schrift im ihrem ganzen Umfange, und nicht etwa bloss 
die 6 ersten Kapp., im Auge gehabt hat. Wahrscheinlich um 
die Zeit des Eusebius ist die Apostellehre ferner — in Agypten 
— in eine Compilation eingearbeitet worden, welche den Titel 


Κανόνες ἐχκχλησιαστικοί (apostolische Kirchenordnung) fiihrte. 
Die Didache. 3 
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Hier sind nur die vier ersten Capitel der Schrift, und zwar ohne 
die Interpolation 1, 3 bis 2, 1 verwerthet. Diese aber haben 
in der neuen, sehr conservativen Bearbeitung die weiteste Ver- 
breitung erlangt, da die ap. KO. in die orientalischen grossen 
Kirchenrechtsbiicher Aufnahme gefunden hat (das Nihere 5. in 
meiner Ausgabe §. 193—241). Dass dem Bearbeiter iibrigens 
die ganze Schrift bekannt gewesen ist, ist oben bemerkt worden. 
Vierzig Jahre nach Eusebius hat — wiederum in Agypten — 
Athanasius in seinem 39. Festbrief vom Jahre 367 jenes Ver- 
zeichniss der kanonischen Schriften aufgestellt, welches fiir die 
Geschichte des Kanons von eminenter Bedeutung geworden ist. 
Hier steht unter den οὐ χανονιζόμενα μὲν τετυπωμένα δὲ παρὰ 
τῶν πατέρων ἀναγινώσχεσϑαι τοῖς ἄρτι προσερχομένοις καὶ 
βουλομένοις κατηχεῖσϑαι τὸν τῆς εὐσεβείας λόγον» nach der 
Weisheit Salom., Sirach, Esther, Judith und Tobias die 4iday7 
καλουμένη τῶν ἀποστόλων und der Hirte. Wahrscheinlich sind 
den Katechumenen nur die cc. 1—6 verlesen worden, und sie 
moégen deshalb auch hier und dort in besonderen Abschriften 
verbreitet gewesen sein; aber so wenig man urtheilen darf, dass 
Athanasius nur die Mandate des Hirten bei seiner Verordnung 
gemeint hat, so wenig ist ein Grund vorhanden zu der Annahme, 
er habe nur die 6 ersten Capitel der Διδαχή gekannt. Es findet 
sich tibrigens bei Athanasius zudem noch ein freies Citat aus 
Awd. 11, 9; 12,5. In der Zeit des Athanasius (um 350) verfertigte 
ein syrischer Falscher unter Zugrundelegung verschiedener alter 
Schriften, die er der Bibliothek zu Cisarea entnahm, die apo- 
stolischen Constitutionen in 8 Biichern und die lingere Rezension 
der Ignatiusbriefe (8. meine Ausgabe 5. 170—192; 5. 241—268). 
Der ersten Hilfte des 7. Buches seines Werkes legte er die 
Διδαχή zugrunde, und zwar in der Gestalt, in welcher sie uns 
vorlegt, ἃ. ἢ. mit den Zusiitzen 1, 3—2, 1 (ob mit allen, ist 
fraglich; siehe oben). Wir diirfen daher wohl annehmen, dass 
auch Eusebius sie in dieser Rezension gelesen hat. Bei der 
Anfertigung neuer Ignatiusbriefe zeigte sich der Falscher eben- 
falls mit der Apostellehre vertraut. Weder er noch Eusebius 
diirfen aber als Zeugen dafiir angerufen werden, dass die Schrift 
im 4. Jahrhundert in den Kirchen Syriens und Palistinas in 
Gebrauch war, resp. bekannt gewesen ist. Dagegen besitzen wir 
noch zwei igyptische Zeugnisse fiir dieselbe aus spiterer Zeit. 
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Ks ist niimlich ersthch wahrscheinlich, dass Joh. Climacus (saee. 
VI fin.), Abt im Sinaikloster, sie gekannt hat, und zwar bezeugt 
er gerade c. 1, 4 fin. (entdeckt von Bryennios, s. Migne 
LXXXVIII, p. 1029, meine Ausgabe 8. 19), sodann ist das Ge- 
bet ὁ. 9, 3. 4 nahezu wirtlich, aber ohne Angabe der Quelle, 
repetirt in der pseudoathanasianischen Schrift de virginitate, 
Athan. Opp. ed. Migne (XXVIII) IV, p. 266 (entdeckt von 
Swainson, s. de Romestin p. 100, Schaff p. 194, Cotterill 
in The Scottish Church Rev. 1884, July p. 466 und Sept. p. 
582 — vielleicht ist tibrigens die Schrift doch dem Athanasius 
selbst beizulegen, 5. Hichhorn, Athanasii de vita ascet. testim. 
p- 27 f.). Dariiber hinaus haben wir, abgesehen von der kon- 
stantmop. Handschrift vom Jahre 1056, nur noch zwei Zeug- 
nisse aus der morgenliindischen Kirche; denn was Zonaras und 
Blastares angeben, ist werthlos (s. meine Ausgabe 8. 9; werth- 
los ist auch die dem Athanasius beigelegte Synopsis succincta, 
eben dort). In der Stichometrie des Nicephorus namlich ist die 
Aayn ἀποστόλων mit den Periodoi der Apostel und den 
Schriften der sogen. apostolischen Viiter, vor welch letzteren sie 
ihre Stelle erhalten hat, zu den Apokryphen gerechnet, nicht zu 
den Antilegomenen. Sie erscheint also hier von jedem Zusam- 
menhang mit den heiligen Schriften befreit und bereits in der 
Gruppe, in welcher wir sie auch in der Handschrift des Bryen- 
nios finden. Aber das Verzeichniss des Nicephorus giebt uns 
noch ein Rathsel auf. Die Zahl der Stichen der Apostellehre 
betriigt nach demselben 200. In der Handschrift steht sie aller- 
dings auf 203 Zeilen; aber das ist lediglich ein neckischer Zu- 
fall — nach Cotterill freilich das Indicium einer spiiteren 
Falschung —; denn die Zeilen des konstantinop. Ms. umfassen 
durchschnittlich 53 Buchstaben (die Abkiirzungen mitgezihlt); 
das aber ist kein Stichos. Nach der Angabe bei Nicephorus 
miisste die Apostellehre 7000 Buchstaben enthalten; sie enthilt 
aber in Wahrheit 10700, oder, wenn man ὁ. 1, 3—2, 1 abzieht, 
c. 9835 Buchstaben, d. ἢ. ὁ. 306 resp. 281 Stichen. Wie diese 
Differenz zu erkliren ist, bleibt dunkel. Keinesfalls aber kann 
daran gedacht werden, dass bei Nicephorus nur ὁ. 1—6 der 
Διδαχή gemeint sind; denn diese Capitel umfassen nicht 200, 
sondern nur ὁ. 114 Stichen. — Wie im Verzeichniss des Nice- 


phorus so stehen auch in dem Verzeichniss aus der Zeit Justi- 
3% 
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nians, welches eimer Schrift des Anastasius, Patriarchen von 
Antiochien, angehingt ist, die περίοδοι καὶ διδαχαὶ τῶν ἀπο- 
τόλω» unter den Apokryphen, und zwar nach der Petrus-Apo- 
kalypse und vor dem Barnabasbrief. 

Die uns bekannte Geschichte der Apostellehre im Morgen- 
land lauft in wohl verstiindlicher Abfolge bis zu dem Ms. vom 
J. 1056. Dagegen bietet das, was abendlindische Zeugnisse ent- 
halten, Riithsel, die zur Zeit nicht gelést werden kénnen. 1) Vor 
der Zeit Cyprians kommt uns im Abendland kein Zeugnis ent- 
gegen; denn es ist nicht ausgemacht, dass die sog. Pfaffischen 
Fragmente des Ireniius tiberhaupt abendliindischen Ursprungs 
sind, und es ist ebensowenig sicher (dafiir haben sich Bryen- 
nios und Zahn erklirt), dass die δευτέραι τῶν ἀποστόλων 
διατάξεις (2. Pfaffisches Fragment, Iren. Opp. ed. Harvey p. 
500 sq.) unsere Apostellehre bedeuten (s. meine Ausgabe S. 241). 
2) In der pseudocyrianischen Schrift ,de aleatoribus*, welche 
wahrscheinlich dem 3. Jahrhundert angehért, findet sich unter 
anderen merkwiirdigen Citaten folgendes (Cypr. Opp. ed. Hartel 
III, p. 92 sq.): ,(et) in doctrinis apostolorum (est): si qui frater 
deliquit in ecclesia et non paret legi, hic non colligatur, donec 
paenitentiam agat et non recipiatur, ne inpediatur oratio vestra‘. 
Ein solcher Satz findet sich in der 4idayy nicht, wohl aber 
mehrere Siitze, an die er anklingt (s. 4, 14; 14, 2; 15, 3). Man 
muss demnach vermuthen, dass die Lateiner eine freie Bearbei- 
tung der Apostellehre besessen haben. 3) In eimer sehr alten 
Handschrift (saec. IX. vel X.), die schon im 12. Jahrhundert im 
Besitz des Melker Klosters gewesen ist, folgte auf eime ,Hxhor- 
tatio §. Bonifacu Episcopi de Abrenuntiatione in baptismate* 
eime Schrift mit dem Titel ,Doctrina apostolorum‘. Schon am 
Anfang des 18. Jahrhunderts war diese Handschrift, die jetzt ver- 
schollen ist, verstiimmelt; aber die wenigen Zeilen der doctrina 
apostolorum, die damals noch vorhanden waren, hat Pez abge- 
schrieben, und sie zeigen, dass die Schrift wirklich die /:day7 
in leichter latein. Bearbeitung gewesen ist (s. von Gebhardt 
in meiner Ausgabe 8. 275 ff.). 4) Lactantius scheint ,die beiden 
Wege* gekannt zu haben (s. v. Gebhardt a. a. Ὁ. 5. 282 ff). 
5) Rufin hat in seiner Ubersetzung der KG. des Eusebius den 
Titel διδαχαὶ τῶν ἀποστόλων mit ,doctrina apostolorum* wieder- 
gegeben. 6) Rufin hat bei semer Wiedergabe der Bestimmungen 
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des Athanasius iiber den Kanon (Expos. in symb. apost. 36—38) 
an die Stelle der διδαχὴ καλουμένη τῶν ἀποστόλων eine Schrift 
»qui appellatur Duae viae vel Judicium secundum Petrum‘ ge- 
setzt, und eine Schrift ,Petri Judicium* erwihnt auch Hiero- 
nymus (de vir. inl. 1) unter den pseudopetrinischen Schriften (s. 
meine Ausgabe 5. 21 ff.). Uber diese Schrift, ihr Verhiiltniss 
zur Acdayy und iiber die Vertauschung bei Rufin liisst sich 
nichts Begriindetes sagen. Pseudocyprian, Rufin und der Melker 
Codex, der, wie die Stellung der Schrift nach der Exhortatio 
Bonifacii de abrenuntiatione in baptismate beweist, die doctrina 
apostolorum auch als Schrift fiir die Tauflinge betrachtet hat, 
weisen auf eime uns giinzlich verborgene Geschichte der Apostel- 
lehre im Abendlande hin, (Nicht unwichtig fiir den kirchlichen 
Gebrauch der Doctrina ap. im Abendlande scheint mir der Hin- 
weis von Usener auf ,die Rede an Getaufte“ bei Caspari, 
Anecdota 5. 197 zu sein, wo es heisst: ,Ht postea dies quadra- 
ginta cum discipulis XII est conversatus-et docuit eos, ut 
adnuntiarent suam resurrectionem per omnes gentes et baptizarent 
eos in nomine patris etc. in remissionem peccatorum et praeci- 
perent eis, ut recederent a vitiis diaboli, id est ab homicidio, a furto, 
a periurio, a fornicatione, ab ebrietate et omni vitio malo, et, 
quod sibi non velint, alii non faciant*). Aber auch die morgen- 
lindische Geschichte kennen wir vielleicht nur in einer Linie. 
Das bisher nicht beriihrte Problem des Titels giebt allen schon 
zu denken. Athanasius, Rufin, die lateinische Ubersetzung und 
Nicephorus bieten διδαχὴ (τῶν) ἀποστόλων, Kusebius, Pseudo- 
cyprian (und Anastasius) bieten didayat τῶν ἀποστόλων, das 
Ms. bietet: διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων und διδαχὴ κυρίου 
διὰ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων τοῖς ἔϑνεσι»ν. Angesichts der giinz- 
lichen Unbezeugtheit dieser Titel wird man die Frage, ΟΡ sie 
urspriinglich sind, resp. ob der zweite urspriinglich ist und sich 
auf das ganze Buch bezieht, doch nicht mit voller Sicherheit 
bejahen kénnen. Dass er aus inneren Griinden nicht zu bean- 
standen ist, ist oben gezeigt worden. 

9) Bedeutung der Schrift. Von ὁ. 7 bis zum Schluss- 
capitel ist jeder Abschnitt der Apostellehre eine Urkunde ersten 
Ranges fiir die Verhiltnisse, von denen sie handelt, also in Be- 
mg auf die Taufe, das Fasten, die Gebetsordnung, die Hucha- 
ristie, die Apostel, Propheten und Lehrer, die Wander- und 
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Niederlassungsordnung, die Sonntagsfeier, die Episkopen und 
Diakonen. Aber die héchste Bedeutung der Schrift liegt in emem 
Doppelten: 1) dass sie es uns ermdglicht hat, die alteste Or- 
ganisation der christlichen Gemeinden im Reiche besser kennen 
zu lernen und einer Reihe von abgerissenen, dunklen und daher 
wenig beachteten Quellenstellen das Gewicht zuriickzugeben, das 
ihnen gebiihrt (s. meine Ausgabe 8. 88—158), 2) dass sie uns 
in ,den beiden Wegen‘, die in engster Verbindung mit ὁ. 7 
stehen, gezeigt hat, wo die Interessen der altesten Christenheit 
im Reiche gelegen haben und wie diese Christenheit in das Erbe 
des Judenthums eingetreten ist und das in sich aufgenommen 
hat, was ihr das A.T. und das fortgeschrittene Judenthum iiber- 
liefert hatten, was dort aber mit Fremdem und Kleinlichem be- 
haftet geblieben war. Die zahlreichen Parallelen aus dem Talmud 
einerseits, aus Philo, den Sibyllen (II, 56—148) τι. s. w. anderer- 
seits, zu ,den beiden Wegen‘, sind vom héchsten Belang (s. 
auch Bernays, Ges. Abhandl. I, 5. 274—276); bedeutsam ist 
auch, dass in der Urgestalt der beiden Wege die Stellen aus 
der Bergpredigt noch gefehlt haben. Es ist oben bemerkt 
worden, dass wir keine sicheren Griinde dafiir besitzen, dass in 
der Christenheit ,dte beiden Wege* in der ktirzeren Form 
je fiir sich existirt haben. Andererseits ist es, wie oben gezeigt 
worden, tiberaus wahrscheinlich, dass unter den griechischen 
Juden ,diese beiden Wege* liingst bekannt gewesen, dass sie 
also von Juden entworfen worden sind. Unsere 4iday7 ver- 
halt sich zu dieser ihrer Vorlage so, wie sich tiberhaupt das 
alte Christenthum zum Judenthum verhalten hat. 

10) Die wichtigste Literatur. Abgesehen von seiner 
Ausgabe hat Bryennios weiter tiber die Apostellehre gehandelt 
in der Ztschr. Ἐχκλησιαστικὴ ἀλήϑεια, Konstantinop. 10. Nov. 
1884. 1) Deutschland: Theol. Lit-Ztg. 1884, Nr. 3; Harnack, 
Die Lehre der zw6lf Apostel nebst Untersuchungen zur altesten 
Geschichte der Kirchenverfassung und des Kirchenrechts (Texte 
und Unters. II, 1. 2), Leipzig 1884; Zahn in den Forschungen 
zur Gesch. des neutestamentl. Kanons, Erlangen 1884, Π|. Th., 
S. 278—319; Hilgenfeld, Noy. Text. extra can. recept., dit. 
II, Fase. IV, p. 87—121, Lipsiae 1884; Derselbe in der Zeitschr. 
f. wissensch. Theol. 1885, 8. 73—102; Holtzmann, Die Didache 
und ihre Nebenformen, in den Jahrbb. fiir protest. Theol. 1885. 
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5. 154—167; Lipsius in der Deutschen Lit-Zte., 4. Okt. 1884 
und im Lit. Centr.-Bl. 24. Jan. und 14. Febr. 1885; Bielen- 
stein, Warum enthilt die 4. τ. ἀπ. nichts Lehrhaftes?, in den 
Mittheil. und Nachrichten fiir d. ev. K. in Russland, 1885, Fe- 
bruar und Miirz; Bonwetsch, Die Prophetie im apost. und 
nachapost. Zeitalter, in der Zeitschr. fiir kirchl. Wissensch. und 
kirchl. Leben, 1884, Heft 8 u..9; Bestmann, Gesch. d. christl. 
Sitte, Nordlingen 1885, II, S. 1836—153; Lechler, Das apost. 
und nachapost. Zeitalter, Karlsruhe 1885, 3. Aufl. 5. 553 ff.; der- 
selbe, Urkundenfunde zur Geschichte des christlichen Alter- 
thums. 2. Theil (1886) 5: 14 ff. Bratke in den Jahrbb. f. 
protest. Theologie 1886, 8. 302—311; Zahn, Justinus und die 
Lehre der zwélf Apostel in der Ztschr. f. K.Gesch. VIL, 8. 66 
bis 84; Delitzsch, Die Bibel und der Wein, Leipzig, 1885; 
Usener in Bernays Ges. Abhandl. 1885, Bd. 1, 8. V ἢ; Langen, 
Das iilteste christliche Kirchenbuch in Sybels histor. Zeitschr. 
1885, Heft 2, 5. 193—214; Krawutzcky in der Tiib. Theolog. 
Quartalschr. 1884, S. 547—606, vgl. Kath. Kirchenlex. 2 Aufl, 
3. Bd., 8. 1869 ff; Funk in der ΤΡ. Theol. Quartalschr. 1884, 
Ὁ. 381—402; 1885, S. 159—167; Bickell in der Zeitschr. f. 
kathol. Theol. 1884, S. 400—412; v. Scherer, Ist die sog. L. 
d. z. Ap. echt? in dem Archiv f. kathol. K.-Recht 1885, 4, 5. 
3 ff.; Friedberg in der Zeitsch. f. Kirchenrecht, N. F., 4. Bd. 
1884, 5. 408—425; Arnold, Die neuentdeckte L. ἃ. z. A. in der 
Zeitschr. f. Kirchenrecht, N. F. 5. Bd. 1885, 5. 407—488; Der- 
selbe, Die Didache und die apost. Viiter, ebendort 8. 499 ---454. 
Kleine Ausgaben der Schrift (deutsch) von Petersen (Flensburg 
1884), Wiinsche (Leipzig 1884), Volkmar (Ziirich 1885) und 
Baltzer (Rudolstadt 1886). Textabdriicke auch bei Friedberg 
und Luthardt (Zeitschr. f. kirchliche Wissenschaft 1884, H. 3, 
Ὁ. 139 ff.). — 2) Frankreich: Bonet-Maury, La doctrine des 
XII ap., Paris 1884; Massebieau, L’enseignement des XII ap., 
Paris 1884; Sabatier, La Didaché etc., Paris 1885 (Die ein- 
gehendste franzésische Arbeit); Duchesne im Bulletin Critique, 
Paris 1884, Nr. 5. 17. 19; Ménégoz in mehreren Artikeln in 
der Zeitschr. Le Témoignage (Paris) vom J. 1884 und 1885; de 
Muralt, L’enseign. des XII ap., in der Revue de théol. et de 
philos., 1884 May p. 278—291; Cabrol in der Rey. historique 
1886 Jan. 248—255. - 3) Holland; Prins, Bryennios’ Acd. τ, 
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ὃ. ax., Textausgabe, Leiden 1884; Gooszen, Het oudste, ons 
bekende, christelijkk Leer-Boekje, in der Zeitschrift Geloof en 
Vrijheid, 19. Jahrg., 1885, 5. 459—506; Meyboom in d. Theol. 
Tijdschrift 1885, Sept. p. 529—551, Nov. p. 596—632. — 4) 
Schweden: Berggren in d. Theol. Tidsskr. 1884, p. 200—206 
(schwedische Ubersetzung). — 5) Norwegen: Caspari in d. 
Luthersk Ugeskrift 1884, Nr. 24 und 25. — 6) Diinemark: Uber- 
setzung und kurze Artikel von Paulssen und von Rérdam in 
der Theol. Tidsskrift I, 4 (1884), II, 1 (1885); Warming (Uber- 
setzung), Kopenhagen 1884. — 7) Italien: Chiapelli im der 
Nuova Antol. 1885, p. 209—225; Pasanisi in der Zeitschr. La 
Cultura 1885, Num. 9, p. 308 ἢ; Majochi, La dottrina dei 12 ap. 
(Text und Ubersetzung), Mailand 1885. — 8) Ungarn: eine Uber- 
setzung von Prof. G. Boros de Kolozswar. — Am zahlreichsten 
sind die Ausgaben und Arbeiten in England und Amerika; sie 
sind vollstindig aufgefiihrt und kurz beurteilt in dem sehr 
dankenswerthen und iiberaus sorgfiltigen Werke von Ph. Schaff, 
The oldest Church Manual called the Teaching of the 12 apost., 
New-York 1885 (801 p.), im welchem iiberhaupt die ganze Lite- 
ratur fleissig zusammengetragen ist. Hine 2. Auflage dieser 
wichtigsten und umfangreichsten Arbeit in englischer Sprache 
ist schon angekiindigt. Von amerikanischen Arbeiten seien her- 
vorgehoben die Ausgabe von Hitchcock und Brown, New- 
York, 1. Aufl. 1884, 2. Aufl, 1885, und von Fitzgerald, New- 
York 1884, der Kuriositiit wegen die Abhandl. von Long im 
Baptist Quarterly 1884, July—Sept., dann die einzelnes Treff- 
liche bietenden Untersuchungen von Smyth (Andover Rev. 1884, 
Apr. u. May, ef. The Expositor 1886, Febr. p. 156—159); Potwin 
(Biblioth. Sacra 1884, Oct. p. 800—817); Warfield (Text, Sour- 
ces and Contents of ,the two ways‘ or first section of the 
didache — eine sehr griindliche Arbeit — in der Biblioth. Sacra 
1886, Jan. 100—161) Me Giffert (Andover Rey. 1886 Apr.) und 
Rendell Harris, The T. of the 12 ap. and the Sibyll. Books, 
Cambridge 1885. Ausserdem ist in Amerika folgende Publi- 
kation in 125 Abziigen gemacht worden: Bryennios Manuscript, 
Three pages of the, reproduced by Photography for the John 
Hopkins University, Baltimore 1885. — Englische Gelehrte, die 
hier zu nennen sind, sind Lightfoot (The Expositor, 1885 Jan. 
p. 1—11, und in seiner grossen Ausgabe der Ignatiusbriefe, 
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Vol. 1. p. 739), de Romestin (Ausgabe der Schrift mit Uber- 
setzung und Noten, Oxford und London 1884), Farrar (Contemp. 
Rev. 1884 May, The Expositor 1884, May u. August), Taylor 
(The Expositor 1886 April und schon frither), Gordon (in der 
Modern Review 1884 July), Spence (Text und Ubersetzung mit 
Noten, London 1885), Wordsworth (in der Zeitschr. The 
Guardian vom 19. Mirz 1884), Sadler (ebendort, 4. Juni), E, 
L. H. (ebendort, 25. Juni), Venables (The British Quarterly 
Rev. 1885 April), Cotterill Gn The Scottish Church Review 1884, 
July p. 464—474, Sept. p. 563—583), Taylor, The teaching of 
the XII ap. with illustrations from the Talmud. Cambridge, 1886, 
Salmon, Non-Canonical Books, London.1886 p. 49 f, u. A. 


Nachtrag. 


Aus einem mir soeben zugegangenen Aufsatz von Warfield 
(The Andover Review, 1886 July p. 81 ff.) ersehe ich, dass zwei 
weitere grosse Entlehnungen aus der Didache in (pseudo?) atha- 
nasianischen Schriften nachgewiesen sind. Prof. Harris hat die 
grosse Parallele in dem ,Syntagma Doctrinae* (Migne XXVIII. 
col. 835) zuerst entdeckt, und Prof. Orris dieselbe in der ,Fides 
Nicaena* (Migne, 1. ὁ. p. 1635 sq.). Diese Beziehungen in den 
beiden Zwillingsschriften sind von héchstem Belang. Sie zeigen, 
wie man die Didache fiir Cleriker und Ménche in Agypten um- 
gearbeitet hat, und verdienen eine besondere Untersuchung. 
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DIE 


LEHRE DER ZWOLF APOSTEL 


NEBST 


EINEM VERSUCH 
DER WIDERHERSTELLUNG DES TEXTES 
DER JUDISCHEN BEIDEN WEGE. 


Ich gebe hier lediglich den Text des constantinopolitanischen Manuscriptes ; 

die correspondirenden Texte der apostolischen Kirchenordnung, der apo- 

stolischen Constitutionen und der lateinischen Version findet man in 
meiner grossen Ausgabe Prolegg. 8. 225 ff, 178 ff., 275f. 


~ el 2 
Aidayn τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστολων. 


Διδαχὴ κυρίου διὰ τῶν δώδεχα ἀποστόλων» τοῖς ἔϑνεσι». 

I, 1. Ὁδοὶ δύο εἰσί. μία τῆς ζωῆς καὶ μία τοῦ ϑανάτου, 
διαφορὰ δὲ πολλὴ μεταξὺ tov δύο ὁδῶν. 

2. Ἡ μὲν οὐ» ὁδὸς τῆς ζωῆς ἐστι» αὑτη᾿ πρῶτον. ἀγαπή- 
σεις τὸν ϑεὸν τὸν ποιήσαντά σε δεύτερον, τὸν πλησίον σου 
ὡς σεαυτόν, πάντα δὲ ὅσα ἐὼν ϑελήσῃς μὴ γίνεσϑαί Gor, καὶ 
σὺ ἄλλῳ μὴ ποίει. 

3. Τούτων δὲ τῶν λόγω» ἡ διδαχή ἐστι» αὕτη" 

Εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμῖν καὶ προσεύχεσϑε ὑπὲρ 
τῶν ἐχϑρῶν ὑμῶν. νηστεύετε δὲ ὑπὲρ τῶν διωκόντων ὑμᾶς" 
ποία γὰρ χάρις, ἐὰν ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας ὑμᾶς; οὐχὶ καὶ 
τὰ ἔϑνη τὸ αὐτὸ ποιοῦσιν; ὑμεῖς δὲ ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς μισοῦντας 
ὑμᾶς, χαὶ οὐχ ἕξετε ἐχϑρόν. 4. Ἀπέχου τῶν σαρκικῶν καὶ 
σωματικῶν ἐπιϑυμιῶν. Ἐών τις σοι δῷ ῥάπισμα εἰς τὴ» δε- 
ξιὰν σιαγόνα, στρέψον αὐτῷ καὶ τὴν ἄλλην, καὶ ἔσῃ τέλειος" 
ἐὼν ἀγγαρεύσῃ σέ τις μίλιον ἕν. ὕπαγε μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ δύο" ἐὰν 
ἄρῃ τις τὸ ἱμάτιόν σου, δὸς αὐτῷ καὶ τὸν χιτῶνα" ἐὰν λάβῃ 
τις ἀπὸ σοῦ τὸ σόν, μὴ ἀπαίτει" οὐδὲ γὰρ δύνασαι. 5. Παντὶ 
τῷ αἰτοῦντί σε δίδου καὶ μὴ ἀπαίτει. πᾶσι yao ϑέλει δίδο- 
σϑαι ὃ πατὴρ ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων» χαρισμάτων. Μακάριος ὁ διδοὺς 
κατὰ τὴν ἐντολήν" ἀϑῷος γάρ ἐστι» οὐαὶ τῷ λαμβάνοντι" εἰ 
μὲν γὰρ χρείαν ἔχων λαμβάνει τις, ἀϑῷος ἔσται. ὁ δὲ μὴ 

χρείαν ἔχω» δώσει δίκην, ἵνα τί ἔλαβε χαὶ εἰς th’ ἂν συγνοχῇ δὲ 
γενόμεγος ἐξετασϑήσεται περὶ ὧν ἔπραξε, καὶ οὐχ ἐξελεύσεται 


ἐχεῖϑεν μέχρις ov ἀποδῷ τὸν ἔσχατον κοδράντην. 0. Ἀλλὰ καὶ 2 


14. σωματιχῶν cod., Bryennios χοσμικῶν (cf. Const. App.). 
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Q , Ὗ ” ς , ἘΣ Dy , > A 
περὶ tTovtov δὲ εἴρηται: Ἰδρωσάτω ἢ ἐλεημοσύνη Gov εἰς τὰς 
BP oes ἐν ες n ~ = 
χεῖρὰς σου, μέχρις αν γνῷς Tint δῷς. 
Π, 1. “Ζευτέρα δὲ ἐντολὴ τῆς διδαχῆς" 
2 , 2 
2. Οὐ φονεύσεις, οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὐ παιδοφϑορήσεις, οὐ 
2 > , 2 La 
TOQVEVGELS, οὐ κλέψεις. οὐ μαγεύσεις, OV φαρμακεύσεις, ov 
, ~ 2 or 2 
φονεύσεις τέχνον» ὃν φϑορᾷ οὐδὲ γερνηϑέντα ἀποχτεργεῖς, οὐχ 
ἐπιϑυμήσεις τὰ τοῦ πλησίον. 
ἱ 3. Ovx é ἐπιορκήσεις, οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, οὐ κακολογήσεις, 
οὐ μγνησικακήσεις. 4. Ovx ἔσῃ διγνώμων οὐδὲ δίγλωσσος" 

‘ ‘ , ς ’ , " 2 ” ς , 
παγὶς yao davatov ἡ διγλωσσία. 5. Οὐκ ἕσται ὁ λογος Gov 
ψευδής, οὐ κενός, ἀλλὰ μεμεστο) μένος πράξει. 

0. Οὐκ ἔσῃ πλεογέχτης οὐδὲ ἅρπαξ οὐδὲ ὑποκριτὴς οὐδὲ 
καχοήϑης οὐδὲ ὑπερήφανος, οὐ λήψῃ βουλὴν πονηρὰ» κατὰ τοῦ 
πλησίον σου. 

7. Οὐ μισήσεις πάντα ἄνϑρωπον, ἀλλὰ ove μὲν ἐλέγξεις, 

οὺς δὲ ἐλεήσεις, περὶ δὲ ὧν προσεύξῃ, οὖς δὲ ἀγαπήσεις ὑπὲρ 
τὴν ψυχήν σου. 
γ7 ~ > ‘ \ » ~ κ᾿ > \ 
Ill, 1. Τέχνον μου, φεῦγε ἀπὸ παντὸς πονηροῦ καὶ ἀπὸ 
ς ~ 
παντὸς ὁμοίου αὐτοῦ. 
.͵χλ , > , ς re \ ς ) \ \ ‘ ’ 
2. My γίνου ὀργίλος" οδηγεῖ γὰρ ἡ ὀργή πρὸς τὸν. ΦΟνο»" 
, 
μηδὲ ζηλωτὴς μηδὲ ἐριστικὸς. μηδὲ ϑυμικός" ἐκ γὰρ τούτων 
ἁπώντων φόνοι γεν» ΧΑ 3. Τέχνον μου, (ἢ γίνου ἐπι- 
ς Ν 
ϑυμητής: ὁδηγεῖ γὰρ 7 ἐπιϑυμία πρὸς τὴν πορνείαν" μηδὲ 
, ‘ ς ς 
αἰσχρολόγος μηδὲ ὑφψηλόφϑαλμος" ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάντων 

ἀ ~ \ , 
μοιχεῖαι γεννῶνται. 4. Τέκνον μου, μὴ γίνου οἰωνοσκοπος" 
> Nig wt SE) \ > ’ ὉΔῸΝ Ὁ) \ ~ ON 
ἐπειδὴ οδηγεῖ εἰς THY εἰδωλολατρίαν" μηδὲ ἐπαοιδὸς μηδὲ μα- 
a 0g μηδὲ καϑαίρω» δὲ ϑέλε αὐτὰ βλέπειν" ἐ 

ἡματικὸς μηδὲ περικαϑαίρων, μηδὲ ϑέλε avr EXEL Ex 
‘\ 2 , ~ 
γὰρ τουτῶ» ἁπάντων» εἰδωλολατρία γεννᾶται. Ὁ: Τέκνον μου, 
Ν 
μὴ γίνου φεύστης" ἐπειδὴ ὁδηγεῖ τὸ ψεῦσμα εἰς τῇ» κλοπήν»" 
μηδὲ φιλάργυρος μηδὲ κενόδοξος ἔκ γὰρ τούτω» ἁπάντων 
κλοπαὶ γεννῶνται. 6. Τέκνον μου, μὴ γίνου γόγγυσος" ἐπειδὴ 
ς πῆς τ 5) ‘ , κ᾿ 5 κ , 
οδηγεῖ εἰς τὴν βλασφημίαν»: μηδὲ avdadng unde πονηροφρῶν" 

\ ς ~ 
éx ree τούτων ἁπάντων βλασφηι μίαι γεννῶνται. 

Ἴσϑι δὲ πραύς, ἐπεὶ οἱ πραεῖς λῆρον ομήσουσι τὴ» γῆ». 
8. ris ἵγου μακρόϑυμος καὶ ἐλεήμων καὶ ἄκακος χαὶ ἡσύχιος καὶ. 
> 
ἀγαϑὸς καὶ τρέμων τοὺς λόγους διὰ παντός, ove ἤκουσας. 


1. δὲ cod., Bryennios δὴ. - 1. ἱδρωσάτω Bryennios, cod. ἱδρωτάτω. 
— 16. ove δὲ ἐλεήσεις ex Καὶ restitui; verisimile enim est, ea ex errore 
librarii in M omissa esse. — 20. ὀργῖλος cod. 
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> ς , > or , a ΤΣ , 

9. Οὐχ υψώσεις σεαυτὸν οὐδὲ δώσεις τῇ ψυχῇ σου ϑράσος. 
> re ς As \ ς - 2 A \ ν , 
Ov XOAAHINGETHL ἢ ψυχὴ GOV μετὰ υφψηλῶν, ἀλλὰ μετὰ δικαίων 
- > , r ms μ y - 
καὶ ταπεινῶν ἀναστραφήσῃ. 10. Τὰ συμβαίνοντά σοι ἐνεργή- 

νος = θὰ Og ἰδ Ay oa ” 9. ~ Ἰδὲ» aos 
ματὰ ὡς ayada προσδέξῃ. εἰδὼς ott ἄτερ ϑεοῦ οὐδὲν γίνεται. 
ΤΣ ~ ~ , Ρ \ , ~ 
IV, 1. Tévor μου, τοῦ λαλουντὸς σοι τὸν λόγον TOV 
ϑεοῦ μνησϑήσῃ νυχτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας. τιμήσεις δὲ αὐτὸν ὡς κύ- 
ρίο»" ὅϑεν γὰρ ἡ κυριότης λαλεῖται, ἐκεῖ κύριός ἐστιν. 2. Ἐκ- 
ζητήσεις δὲ xa? ἡμέραν τὰ πρόσωπα τῶν ἁγίων, ἵνα ἐπανα- 
- a ew > oe 
Rays τοῖς λόγοις αὑτῶν. 3. Ov ποιήσεις σχίσμα, εἰρη»εύσεις 
AN Ae , 2 ’ δε τς Ite 
δὲ μαχομένους" χρινεῖς δικαίως, ov ληφῃ πρόσωπο» ἐλέγξαι 
\ , > rae , » vn ” 
ἐπὶ παραπτώμασιν. 4. Ov διψυχήσεις, πότερον ἔσται ἢ OV. 
~ ‘ ay ‘ re ‘ ke 
5. Mi γίνου πρὸς μὲν τὸ λαβεῖν ἐχτείνων τὰς χεῖρας, πρὸς 
AN \ ~ ~ > ‘ \ ~ ~ 
δὲ τὸ δοῦναι συσπῶν. 6. Μὰν ἔχῃς διὰ τῶν χειρῶν σου. Ja- 
- ’ ς - 2 " ν ὦν on 
σεις λύτρωσι» ἁμαρτιῶν σου. 7. Ov διστάσεις δοῦναι οὐδὲ 
Ν , , \ ς ~ ~ 
διδοὺς yoyyvoetc’ γνώσῃ yao τίς ἔστιν ὁ τοῦ μισϑοῦ καλὸς 
2 \7 2 2 ’ \ , 
ἀνταποδότης. 8. Οὐχ ἀποστραφησῃ TOY EvOEOMEvOY, συγχοι»ω- 
γ , ~ 2 - 2 = ᾿ > 
γήσεις δὲ πάντα τῷ ἀδελφῷ σου καὶ οὐχ ἐρεῖς ἴδια εἶναι εἰ 
δ me ΠΣ , ΕἸ , ~ be 
yao ἐν τῷ ἀϑανάτῳ xowarvol ἐστε, πόσῳ μᾶλλον ἐν τοῖς 
ϑνητοῖς. 
> 2 = \ eee J > \ ~ Cc “ n 2 A ~ 
9, Οὐχ ἀρεῖς THY χεῖρα GOV ἀπὸ TOV υἱοῦ σου ἢ ἀπὸ τῆς 
, > ‘\ > οὗ Υ ’ ~ 
ϑυγατρός σου, ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ νεότητος διδάξεις τὸν φόβον τοῦ 
~ 2 , ~ 
ϑεοῦ. 10. Οὐχ ἐπιτάξεις δούλῳ σου ἢ παιδίσκῃ, τοῖς ἐπὶ τὸν 
2 ‘ \ ’ 2 ‘ 
αὐτὸν Sov ἐλπίζουσιν, ἐν πικρίᾳ σου, μήποτε οὐ μὴ φοβηϑή- 
A > 2 , 2 x \ , 
σονται τὸν ἐπ ἀμφοτέροις ϑεὸν" οὐ γὰρ ἔρχεται κατὰ πρό- 
2 2 2 a ~ ς C- ay 
σῶπο» καλέσαι, GAL Ep ove TO πνεῦμα ἡτοίμασεν. 11. Ὑμεῖς 
x ~ ς ΡΣ ἐν ayy es ς = 
δὲ οἱ δοῦλοι ὑποταγήσεσϑε τοῖς κυρίοις ὑμῶν ὡς τύπῳ ϑεοῦ 
, 
ἐν αἰσχύνῃ καὶ φόβῳ. 
(ie ΕΞ ς , \ ~ Qa \ 2 \ ~ 
12. Μιοήσεις πᾶσα» ὑποχρισι» xal πᾶν ὁ μὴ ἀρεστὸν τῷ 
, © 2 ἌΓ , ᾿ 2 ‘ , » se a ‘a 
κυρίῳ. 13. Ov μὴ ἐγκαταλίπῃς ἐντολὰς κυρίου, φυλάξεις δὲ ἃ 
, , Η , > ~ 2 > ef 
παρέλαβες. ute προστιϑεὶς unte ἀφαιρῶν. 14. Ky ἐχκλησίᾳ 
, 4 ’ , > 
ἐξομολογήσῃ τὰ παραπτώματά σου, καὶ ov προσελεύσῃ ἐπὶ 
’ , ~ ao ς Con 
προσευχὴ» Gov ἔν συνειδήσει πονηρᾷ. AvtyH ἐστὶ» ἡ οδὸς 
τῆς Cars. 
ς κ᾿ ~ , ς , a ~ , 
: VAT ὃς ἐστιν AUTH’ πρῶτον» πὰν- 
V, 1. H δὲ τοῦ Savatov οδὸς ἐ ) 
, , ΄ , 5 
TOV πονηρά ἔστι χαὶ κατάρας μεστὴ" Povo, μοιχεῖαι, ἐπιϑυ- 


9. ποιήσεις edidi (cf. Barn.; Const. App. VU, 10 p. 203, 10; KO), cod. 
ποϑήσεις. --- 15. ὃ Bryennios, cod. ἡ. — 21. post διδάξεις fort. αὐτούς in- 
serendum, ef. Const. App. — 26. δούλοι (sine οἱ) cod. — 26. ὑμῶν Bryen- 
nios, cod, ἡμῶν. 
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μίαι, πορνεῖαι, κλοπαί, εἰδωλολατρίαι, μαγεῖαι, φαρμακίαι, ἀρ- 
παγαί, φψευδομαρτυρίαι, ὑποχρίσεις, διπλοκαρδία, δόλος, ὑπερη- 
gavia, xaxia, αὐϑάδεια, πλεογεξία. αἰοσχρολογία, ζηλοτυπία, 
ϑρασύτης, ὕψος, ἀλαζονεία. 2. Διῶκται ἀγαϑῶν», μισοῦντες 
ἀλήϑειαν. ἀγαπῶντες ψεῦδος, οὐ γινώσκοντες μισϑὸν δικαιο- 
σύνης, οὐ κολλώμενοι ἀγαϑῷ οὐδὲ κρίσει δικαίᾳ, ἀγρυπνοῦντες 
οὐκ εἰς τὸ ἀγαϑόν, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς τὸ πονηρόν" ὧν μακρὰν πραύτης 
καί ὑπομονή. μάταια ἀγαπῶντες, διώκοντες ἀνταπόδομα, οὐχ 
ἐλεοῦντες πτωχόν, οὐ πονοῦντες ἐπὶ καταπονουμέγνῳ, οὐ YWO- 
ὄχκοντες τὸν ποιήσαντα αὐτούς, φονεῖς τέχνω». φϑορεῖς πλάο- 
ματος ϑεοῦ, ἀποστρεφόμενοι TOY ἐνδεόμε»ο», καταπογοῦντες 
τὸν ϑλιβόμενον, πλουσίω» παράκλητοι, πενήτων» ἄνομοι κριταί: 
πανϑαμάρτητοι" ῥυσϑείητε, τέκνα, ἀπὸ τούτων ἁπάντων. 

ΥἹΙ, 1. Ὅρα μή τις σε πλανήσῃ ἀπὸ ταύτης τῆς ὁδοῦ τῆς 
διδαχῆς, ἐπεὶ παρεκτὸς ϑεοῦ σε διδάσχει. 2. Εἰ μὲν γὰρ δύ- 
vaca βαστάσαι ὅλον» τὸν» ζυγὸν τοῦ κυρίου, τέλειος ἔσῃ" εἰ δ᾽ 
οὐ δύνασαι, ὃ δύνῃ τοῦτο ποίει. 3. Περὶ δὲ τῆς βρώσεως. ὃ 
δύνασαι βάστασον" ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ εἰδωλοϑύτου λίαν πρόσεχε" λα- 
τρεία γάρ ἐστι ϑεῶν νεχρῶν. 

VIL, 1. Περὶ δὲ τοῦ βαπτίσματος. οὕτω βαπτίσατε" ταῦτα 
πάντα προειπόντες βαπτίσατε εἰς TO ὄγομα τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ 
τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος ἐν ὕδατι ζῶντι. 2. Ἐὰν 
δὲ μὴ ἔχης ὕδωρ ζῶν, εἰς ἄλλο ὕδωρ βάπτισον" εἰ δ᾽ οὐ δύ- 
paca ἐν φυχρῷ. ἐν ϑερμῷ. 3. Ἐὰν δὲ ἀμφότερα μὴ ἔχῃς, 
ἔχχεον sig τὴν κεφαλὴ» τρὶς ὕδωρ εἰς OVOMA πατρὸς καὶ υἱοῦ 
καὶ ἁγίου πνεύματος. 4. Πρὸ δὲ τοῦ βαπτίσματος προνηστευ- 
Gato ὁ βαπτίζων καὶ ὁ βαπτιζόμενος καὶ εἰ τινες ἄλλοι δύνα»- 
ται" κελεύεις δὲ νηστεῦσαι τὸν βαπτιζόμενο» πρὸ μιᾶς ἢ δύο. 

VIM, 1. Aé δὲ νηστεῖαι ὑμῶν μὴ ἔστωσαν μετὰ τῶν ὑπο- 
κριτῶν" νηστεύουσι γὰρ δευτέρᾳ σαββάτων καὶ πέμπτῃ" ὑμεῖς 
δὲ νηστεύσατε τετράδα καὶ παρασκευήν. 2. Μηδὲ προσεύχεσϑε 
ὡς οἱ ὑποχριταί, GAR ὡς ἐκέλευσεν ὃ κύριος ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ 
αὐτοῦ, οὕτω προσεύχεσϑε' Πάτερ ἡμῶν ὁ ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ, ἁγια- 
691/T τὸ ὑνομά σου, ἐλϑέτω ἢ βασιλεία Gov, γενηϑήτω τὸ 
ϑέλημά σου ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ γῆς" τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν 
ἐπιούσιον δὸς ἡμῖν σήμερον» καὶ ἄφες ἡμῖν τὴν ὀφειλὴν ἡμῶν 
ὡς καὶ ἡμεῖς ἀφίεμεν τοῖς ὀφειλέταις ἡμῶν, καὶ μὴ εἰσενέγκῃς 


28. χελεύεις cod., Bryennios χελεύσεις. --- 34. γεγνηϑήτω cod. 


V, 2—X, 5. 49 


ἡμᾶς εἰς πειρασμόν, ἀλλὰ ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ" OTL 
σοῦ ἐστι» ἢ δύναμις καὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 3. Τρὶς τῆς 
ἡμέρας οὕτω προσεύχεσϑε. : 

ΠΧ ΟἽ: “Περὶ δὲ τῆς εὐχαριστίας, οὕτως εὐχαριστήσατε᾽ 

9. πρῶτον περὶ τοῦ ποτηρίου" Εὐχαριστοῦμέν σοι; πάτερ 
ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ τῆς ἁγίας ἀμπέλου Δαβὶδ τοῦ παιδός σου, ἧς ἐγνώ- 
θισας ἡμῖν διὰ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ παιδός σου σοὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς 
αἰῶνας. 

9: «Περὶ δὲ τοῦ κλάσματος" Εὐχαριστοῦμέν σοι, πάτερ ἧ- 
μῶν, ὑπὲρ τῆς ζοῆς καὶ ὡνώσεως ἧς ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν διὰ Ἰησοῦ 
τοῦ παιδός σου" σοὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 4. Loxee ἢ» 
τοῦτο τὸ κλάσμα διεσχορπισμένον ἐπάνω τῶν ὀρέων καὶ συν- 
αχϑὲν ἐγένετο ἕν, οὕτω συναχϑήτω σου ἡ ἐχχλησία ἀπὸ τῶν 
περάτων τῆς γῆς εἰς τὴν σὴ» βασιλείαν" ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ δόξα 
καὶ ἡ δύναμις διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 

δ. Μηδεὶς δὲ φαγέτω μηδὲ πιέτω ἀπὸ τῆς εὐχαριστίας 
υμῶν, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ βαπτισϑέντες: εἰς ὄνομα (υρίου" καὶ γὰρ περὶ 
τούτου εἴρηκεν ὁ κύριος" Μὴ δῶτε τὸ ἅγιον. τοῖς κυσί. 

X, 1. Meta dt to ἐμπλησϑῆναι. οὕτως εὐχαριστήσατε᾽ 

2. Βὐχαριστοῦμέν σοι, πάτερ ἅγιε, ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἁγίου ὀνό- 
ματός σου, οὐ κατεσκήνωσας ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις ἡμῶν, καὶ ὑπὲρ 
τῆς γνώσεως καὶ πίστεως καὶ ἀϑανασίας, ἧς ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν 
διὰ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ παιδός σου" σοὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 3. Σύ, 
δέσποτα παντοχράτορ, ἔχτισας τὰ πάντα ἕνεχεν τοῦ ὀνόματός 
σου, τροφήν τε καὶ ποτὸν ἔδωκας τοῖς ἀνϑρώποις εἰς ἀπό- 
λαυσιν, ἵνα σοι εὐχαριστήσωσιν, ἡμῖν δὲ ἐχαρίσω πνευματικὴν 
τροφὴν καὶ ποτὸν xai ζωὴν αἰώνιον διὰ τοῦ παιδός σου. 
4. Πρὸ πάντων εὐχαριστοῦμέν σοι ὅτι δυνατὸς εἶ" σοὶ ἡ δόξα 
εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 5. Μνήσϑητι, κύριε, τῆς ἐχκλησίας σου τοῦ 
ῥύσασϑαι αὐτὴν ἀπὸ παντὸς πονηροῦ καὶ τελειῶσαι αὐτὴν ἐν 


9. Athanasius, De virginit. s. de ascesi 8 13: ὅταν χατεσϑῆῇς ἐπὶ τῆς 
τραπέζης καὶ ἐρχῇ κλᾶσαι τὸν ἄρτον ey εὐχαριστοῦσα λέγε, εὐχαριστοῦ- 
μέν σοι, πάτερ ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ τῆς ἁγίας ἀναστάσεως σου, διὰ γὰρ Ἰησοῦ 
τοῦ παιδός σου ἐγνώρισας ἡμῖν αὐτήν, xal χαϑὼς ὁ ἄρτος οὗτος διε- 
σχορπισμένος ὑπῆρχεν O ἐπάνω ταύτης τῆς τραπέζης καὶ συναχϑεὶς ἐγέ- 
VETO ἕν, οὕτως ἐπισυναχϑήτω σου ἡ ἐχχλησία ἀπὸ τῶν περάτων τῆς γῆς 
εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν σου, ὅτι σου ἐστὶν ἢ δύναμις καὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰ- 
ὥνας. ἀμήν. --- 12. τοῦτο τὸ edidi suadente Gebhardto, cod. τοῦτο. — 


21. ἡμῶν Bryennios, cod. ὑμῶν. --- 28. σοὶ edidi, cod. ov. 
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τῇ ἀγάπῃ σου, καὶ σύναξον αὐτὴ» ἀπὸ τῶν τεσσάρων ἀνέμων, 
τὴν ἁγιασϑεῖσαν, εἰς τὴν σὴ» βασιλείαν, ἣν ἡτοίμασας αὐτῇ" 
ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ δύναμις καὶ 7 δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 6. Ἐλ- 
ϑέτω χάρις καὶ “παρελϑέτω ὁ κόσμος οὗτος" Loarva τῷ ϑεῷ 
Δαβίδ. Ei τις ἅγιός ἐστιν, ἐρχέσϑω: εἴ τις οὐκ ἔστι, μετανο- 
εἰτω μαρὰν ade ἀμήν. . 

The Τοῖς δὲ προφήταις ἐπιτρέπετε εὐχαριστεῖν ὅσα ϑέλουσιν. 

XI, 1. Ὃς ἂν οὖν ἐλϑὼν διδάξῃ ὑμᾶς ταῦτα πάντα τὰ 
προειρημένα, δέξασϑε αὐτόν: 2. ἐὰν» δὲ αὐτὸς ὃ διδάσκων 
στραφεὶς διδάσχῃ ἄλλην διδαχὴν εἰς τὸ καταλῦσαι, μὴ αὐτοῦ 
ἀκούσητε, εἰς δὲ τὸ προσϑεῖναι δικαιοσύνην καὶ ἸΌΝ χυρίου, 
δέξασϑε αὐτὸν ὡς κύριον. 

3. Περὶ δὲ τῶν ἀποστόλων καὶ προφητῶν κατὰ τὸ δόγμα 
τοῦ εὐαγγελίου, οὕτω ποιήσατε. 

4. Πᾶς δὲ ἀπόστολος ἐρχόμενος πρὸς ὑμᾶς δεχϑήτω OG 
κύριος: 5. οὐ μενεῖ δὲ εἰ μὴ ἡμέραν μίαν" ἐὰν δὲ ἢ χρεία, 
καὶ τὴν ἄλλην" τρεῖς δὲ ἐὰν μείνῃ, ψευδοπροφήτης ἐστίν. 
6. Seg 10 (Ev 08 δὲ 0 ἀπόστολος μηδὲν λαμβανέτω εἰ μὴ ἄρτον 
ἕως ὁ ov αὐλισϑῇ" ἐὰν δὲ ἀργύριον aici} ψευδοπροφήτης ἐστί. 

. Καὶ πάντα προφήτην λαλοῦντα ὃν πνεύματι οὐ πειρά- 
σετε οὐδὲ διαχρινεῖτε' πᾶσα γὰρ ἁμαρτία ἀφεϑήσεται, αὕτη δὲ 
ἡ ἁμαρτία οὐχ ἀφεϑήσεται. 8. Οὐ πᾶς δὲ ὁ λαλῶν ἐν πνεύ- 
ματι προφήτης ἐστίν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐὰν ἔχῃ τοὺς τρόπους κυρίου" ἀπὸ 
οὐ» τῶν τρόπων γνωσϑήσεται ὃ ψευδοπροφήτης καὶ ὁ ,προ- 
φήτης. 9. Καὶ πᾶς προφήτης ὁρίζω» τράπεζαν ἐν πνεύματι, 
οὐ φάγεται ax αὐτῆς, εἰ δὲ μήγε ψευδοπροφήτης ἐστί. 10. Πᾶς 
δὲ προφήτης διδάσχων τὴν ἀλήϑειαν, εἰ ἃ διδάσκει οὐ ποιεῖ, 
ψευδοπροφήτης ἐστί. 11. Πᾶς δὲ προφήτης δεδοκιμασμένος 
ἀληϑινός, ποιῶν εἰς μυστήριον κοσμικὸν ἐχκλησίας, μὴ διδάσκων 
δὲ ποιεῖν ὅσα αὐτὸς ποιεῖ, οὐ κριϑήσεται ἐφ᾽ ὑμῶν" μετὰ ϑεοῦ 
γὰρ ἔχει THY κρίσιν" ὡσαύτως γὰρ ἐποίησαν καὶ οἱ ἀρχαῖοι 
προφῆται. 12. Oc dav εἴπῃ ἐν avevuate’ Aog μοι ἀργύρια 
ἢ ἕτερά τινα, οὐκ ἀκούσεσϑε αὐτοῦ" ἐὰν δὲ περὶ ἄλλων ὑστε- 
ρούντων εἴπῃ δοῦναι, μηδεὶς αὐτὸν κρινέτω. 

ΧΙ, 1. Πᾶς δὲ ὃ ἐρχόμενος ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου δεχϑήτω, 


4. «Ὡσαννὰ Bryennios, cod. ὡς ἀννὰ (cf. codd. gr. evv. et patr.) — 
4. ϑεῷ cod., Bryennios υἱῷ. — 6. μαρὰν ἀϑά edidi, cod. μαραναϑά. — 
16. εἰ μὴ addidi (cf. XII, 2) invito codice. — 25. δρίζων Bryennios, cod, 
ὃ ῥίζων. --- 29. Fortasse τὸ post εἰς inserendum. 
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emetta δὲ δοκιμάσαντες αὐτὸν γνώσεσϑε — obveoww yao ἕξετε 
--- δεξιὰν καὶ ἀριστεράν. 2. Hi μὲν παρόδιός ἐστιν ὁ ἐρχόμενος, 
βοηθϑεῖτε αὐτῷ ὅσον δύνασϑε᾽ οὐ μενεῖ δὲ πρὸς ὑμῶς εἰ μὴ 
δύο ἢ τρεῖς ἡμέρας, ἐὰν ἢ ἀνάγκη. 3. Ei δὲ ϑέλει πρὸς ὑμᾶς 
καϑίσαι. τεχνίτης ὦν, ἐργαξέσϑω καὶ φαγέτω. 4. Ki δὲ οὐκ 
ἔχει τέχνην, κατὰ τὴν σύνεσιν ὑμῶν προνοήσατε, πῶς μὴ ἀρ- 
γὸς we ὑμῶν ζήσεται χριστιανός. 5. Ei δ᾽οὺ ϑέλει οὕτω 
ποιεῖν, χριστέμπορός ἐστι προσέχετε ἀπὸ τῶν τοιούτων. 

XIU, 1. Hac δὲ προφήτης ἀληϑινός, ϑέλων καϑίσαι πρὸς 
ὑμᾶς, ἄξιός ἐστι τῆς τροφῆς αὐτοῦ. 2. Ὡσαύτως διδάσκαλος 
ἀληϑινός ἐστιν» ἄξιος καὶ αὐτὸς ὥσπερ ὁ ἐργάτης τῆς τροφῆς 
αὐτοῦ. 3. Πᾶσαν οὐν ἀπαρχὴν γεννημάτων ληνοῦ καὶ ἅλω- 
γος, βοῶν τε καὶ προβάτων λαβον δώσεις τὴ» ἀπαρχὴν τοῖς 
προφήταις" αὐτοὶ γάρ εἰσι» οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς ὑμῶν. 4. Ἐὰν δὲ μὴ 
ἔχητε προφήτην, δότε τοῖς πτωχοῖς. 5. Πὰν σιτία» ποιῆς, 
τὴν ἀπαρχὴν λαβὼν δὸς κατὰ τὴν ἐντολήν. 6. Ὡσαύτως κχερά- 
μιον οἴνου ἢ ἐλαίου ἀνοίξας τὴν ἀπαρχὴν λαβῶν δὸς τοῖς προ- 
pitas 7. ἀργυρίου ὁὲ καὶ ἱματισμοῦ καὶ παντὸς χτήματος 
λαβὸν τὴν ἀπαρχή», ὡς ἂν σοι δόξῃ, δὸς κατὰ τὴν ἐντολήν. 

XIV, 1. Kava κυριακὴν ὁὲ χυρίου συναχϑέντες κλάσατε 
ἄρτον καὶ εὐχαριστήσατε προσεξομολογησάμενοι τὰ παραπτό-- 
ματα ὑμῶν, ὅπως καϑαρὰ ἢ ϑυοία ὑμῶν y. 2. Hac dé ἔχων 
τὴν ἀμφιβολίαν μετὰ τοῦ ἑταίρου αὐτοῦ μὴ συνελϑέτω ὑμῖν, 
ἕως οὗ διαλλαγῶσιν, ἵνα μὴ ower] ἡ ϑυσία ὑμῶν. 3. αὕτη 
γάρ ἐστιν ἡ ῥηθϑεῖσα ὑπὸ κυρίου: Ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ καὶ χρόνῳ 
προσφέρειν, μοι ϑυσίαν καϑαράν" ὅτι βασιλεὺς μέγας εἰμί, λέγει 
κύριος, καὶ τὸ OVO μου ϑαυμαστὸν ἂν τοῖς ἔϑνεσι. 

ΧΕ 1 Χειροτον ἤσατε οὐ» ἑαυτοῖς ἐπισχύπους καὶ διακό- 
VOUG ἀξίους τοῦ κυρίου, ἄνδρας πραεῖς καὶ ἀφιλαργύρους. καὶ 
ἀληϑεῖς καὶ δεδοκιμασμένους" ὑμῖν γὰρ λειτουργοῦσι καὶ αὐτοὶ 
τὴν λειτουργίαν τῶν προφητῶν καὶ διδασκάλων. 2. Μὴ οὖν 
ὑπερίδητε αὐτούς" αὐτοὶ γάρ εἶσιν οἱ τετιμημένοι ὑμῶν μετὰ 
τῶν» προφητῶν καὶ διδασκάλων. 

8. Ἐλέγχετε δὲ ἀλλήλους μὴ ἐν ὀργῇ, GAR ἐν εἰρήνῃ, ὡς 
ἔχετε ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ: καὶ παντὶ ἀστοχοῦντι κατὰ τοῦ ἑτέρου 


1. ἕξετε Bryennios, cod. ἕξεται (fort. addendum cum Const. App.: 
χαὶ δύνασϑε γνῶναι). — 13. τὴν ἀπαρχὴν cod., Bryennios om. — 21. προσ- 
εξομολογησάμενοι cod., fort. προεξομολογησάμενοι. — 22. ὑμῶν Bryen- 
nios, ἡμῶν cod, — 23. τὴν cod., Gebhardt τινὰ. 
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20 
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μηδεὶς λαλείτω) μηδὲ παρ᾽ ὑμῶν ἀκουέτω, ἕως οὗ μετανοήσῃ. 
4. Τὰς δὲ εὐχὰς ὑμῶν καὶ τὰς ἐλεημοσύνας καὶ πάσας τὰς 


πράξεις οὕτω ποιήσατε ὡς ἔχετε ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ τοῦ κυ- 
ρίου ἡμῶν. 


5 OV EA. Τρηγορεῖτε ὑπὲρ τῆς ζωῆς ὑμῶν" οἱ λύχνοι ὑμῶν 
μὴ σβεσϑήτωσαν, καὶ ai ὀσφύες ὑμῶν μὴ ἐκλυεσϑῶσαν; ἀλλὰ 
γίνεσϑε ἑ ἕτοιμοι" οὐ γὰρ οἴδατε τὴν ὥραν, ἐν ἡ ὃ κύριος ἡμῶν 
ἔρχεται. 2. Πυκνῶς δὲ συναχϑήσεσϑε ζητοῦντες τὰ ἀνήκοντα 
ταῖς ψυχαῖς ὑμῶν: οὐ γὰρ ὠφελήσει ὑμᾶς ὁ πᾶς χρόνος τῆς 

10 πίστεως ὑμῶν, ἐὰν μὴ ἐν τῷ ἐσχάτῳ καιρῷ τελειωϑῆτε. 

3. Ἐν γὰρ ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις πληϑυνϑήσονται οἱ ψευδο- 
προφῆται καὶ οἱ φϑορεῖς καὶ στραφήσονται τὰ πρόβατα εἰς 
λύχους καὶ ἡ ἀγάπη στραφήσεται εἰς μῖσος" 4. αὐξανούσης γὰρ 
τῆς ἀνομίας μισήσουσιν ἀλλήλους καὶ διώξουσι καὶ παραδώ- 

15 σουσι, καὶ τότε φανήσεται ὃ χοσμοπλάνος ὡς υἱὸς ϑεοῦ καὶ 
ποιήσει σημεῖα καὶ τέρατα, καὶ ἡ γῆ παραδοϑήσεται εἰς χεῖρας 
αὐτοῦ, καὶ ποιήσει ἀϑέμιτα, ἃ οὐδέποτε γέγονεν ἐξ αἰῶνος. 

ὅ. Τότε ἥξει ἡ κτίσις τῶν ἀνϑρώπων εἰς τὴν πύρωσιν τῆς 
δοκιμασίας, καὶ σχανδαλισϑήσονται πολλοὶ καὶ ἀπολοῦνται" οἱ 

20 δὲ ὑπομείναντες ἐν τῇ πίστει αὐτῶν σωϑήσονται ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ 

τοῦ καταϑέματος. 6. Καὶ τότε φανήσεται τὰ σημεῖα τῆς ἀλη- 
ϑείας: πρῶτον σημεῖον ἐκπετάσεως ἐν οὐρανῷ, εἶτα σημεῖον 
φωνῆς σάλπιγγος καὶ τὸ τρίτον ἀνάστασις νεχρῶν᾽ T. οὐ πάν- 
tov δέ, ἀλλ᾿ ὡς ἐρρέϑη" Ἥξει ὁ κύριος καὶ πάντες οἱ ἅγιοι 

25 μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ. 8. Tote ὄψεται ὁ κόσμος τὸν κύριον ἐρχόμενον 

ἐπάνω τῶν νεφελῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 


1. ἀχουέσϑω magis tibi placeat. 


Versuch einer Wiederherstellung des Textes 
der jiidischen beiden Wege. * 


I, 1. Ὁδοὶ δύο εἰσί, μία τῆς ζωῆς καὶ μία tod ϑανάτου, 
εἶ \ \ εἶ ~ , ς - 
διαφορὰ δὲ πολλὴ μεταξὺ τῶν dvo odor. 
a as Cf. KM. — B.: Ὁδοὲ δύο εἰσὶν διδαχῆς καὶ ἐξουσίας, ή τε του 


φωτὸς χαὶ ἡ τοῦ σχότους. διαφορὰ δὲ πολλὴ τῶν δύο ὁδῶν. ἐφ᾽ ἧς μὲν 
γάρ εἰσιν τεταγμένοι φωταγωγοὶ ἀὐ βλυο τοῦ ϑεου, ἐφ᾽ ἧς δὲ ἄγγελοι 


>< dA 19D > pu δ γ Core? CAs ι i he ὦ ἡ /\ “Perm M4. ἔγχος. 
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ς \ > Cor ~ ~ 5. = [4 ἮΝ ~ > 
2. Hf μὲν οὖν 0006 τῆς ζωῆς ἔστιν αὐτὴ πρῶτον ἀγα- 
πήσεις τὸ» ϑεον»ν τὸν ποιησαντα Os" δεύτερον, TOV πλησίον 
σου Wg σεαυτόν, πάντα δὲ ὅσα ἐὰν ϑέλῃς μὴ γίνεσϑαί σοι, καὶ 
σὺ ἄλλῳ μὴ ποιήσῃς. 


Il, 1. Τούτων δὲ τῶν λόγων ἡ διδαχή ἐστιν αὕτη _A 
2. Ov φονεύσεις, 
3. ov μοιχεύσεις, οὐ παιδοφϑορήσεις, οὐ πορνεύσεις, 
4. οὐ κλέψεις, 
5. οὐ μαγεύσεις, οὐ φαρμακεύσεις, οὐ φονεύσεις τέχνον ἐν 
φϑορᾷ οὐδὲ γεννηϑὲν ἀποκτενεῖς, 


τοῦ σατανᾶ. χαὶ ὃ μέν ἔστιν χύριος ἀπὸ αἰώνων χαὶ εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, 
6 δὲ ἄρχων χαιροῦ τοῦ νῦν τῆς ἀνομίας. --- L: ,,Viae duae sunt in sae- 
culo, vitae et mortis, lucis et tenebrarum. In his constituti sunt angeli 
duo, unus aequitatis, alter iniquitatis. Distantia autem magna est dua- 
rum viarum“. 


i 2.- Cf... M (praebet ϑελήσῃς, mole). — B: Ἢ οὖν 060g τοῦ φωτὸς 


ἐστιν αὕτη... ἀγαπήσεις τὸν ποιήσαντά σε, φοβηϑήσῃ τόν σε πλά- 
σαντα, δοξάσεις τόν σε λυτρωσάμενον Ex ϑανάτου ... ἀγαπήσεις τὸν πλη- 
σίον σου ὑπὲρ τὴν ψυχήν σου. — K: Ἢ μὲν δδὸς τῆς ζωῆς ἐστιν αὕτη" 


πρῶτον ἀγαπήσεις τὸν ϑεὸν τὸν ποιήσαντά σε ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας σου 
χαὶ δοξάζεις τὸν λυτρωσάμενόν σε ἐκ ϑανάτου, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἐντολὴ πρώτη. 
δεύτερον" ἀγαπήσεις τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς ἑαυτόν, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἐντολὴ δευ- 
τέρα, ἐν οἷς ὅλος ὃ νόμος χρέμαται καὶ οἱ προφῆται. πάντα ὅσα ἂν 
μὴ ϑέλῃς σοι γίνεσθαι, μηδὲ σὺ ἄλλῳ ποιήσῃς. — L: ,,Via ergo vitae 
haec est: Primo diliges deum aeternum, qui te fecit, secundo proximum 
tuum, ut te ipsum. Omne autem, quod tibi non vis fieri, alii ne fece- 
ris‘, — A: Πρώτη οὖν τυγχάνει ἣ 0606 τῆς ζωῆς" καὶ ἔστιν αὕτη, ἣν καὶ 
ὃ νόμος διαγορεύει, ἀγαπᾶν κύριον τὸν ϑεὸν ἐξ ὅλης τῆς καρδίας καὶ ἐξ 
ὅλης τῆς ψυχῆς, τὸν ἕνα καὶ μόνον, παρ᾽ ὃν ἄλλος οὐχ ἔστι, καὶ τὸν πλη- 
σίον ὡς ἑαυτόν. Καὶ πᾶν ὃ μὴ ϑέλεις γενέσϑαι σοι, καὶ σὺ τοῦτο ἄλλῳ 
οὐ ποιήσεις. 

II, 1. Cf. MLK, om. AB (sed post verba: Ἢ οὖν ὁδὸς τοῦ φωτός 
ἔστιν αὕτη, offert B: ἐάν τις ϑέλων ὁδὸν ὁδεύειν ἐπὶ TOY ὡρισμένον TO- 
πον, σπεύσῃ τοῖς ἔργοις αὐτοῦ" ἔστιν οὖν ἡ δοθεῖσα ἡμῖν γνῶσις τοῦ 
περιπατεῖν ἐν αὐτῇ τοιαύτη). 

II, 2. Cf. MKAL (sed praem. ,non moechaberis“), om. B. 

II, 3. Hune ordinem testantur MAL (sed L nonnulla interposuit, 
quae ceteri in sequentibus habent), B offert πορν., μοιχ., παιδοφϑ., K: 
μοιχ., πορν., παιδοφϑ. 

Th 4.” CE: MOKA, ome LB: 

Il, 5. Cf. KM (γεννηϑέντα) A (τὸ γεννηϑὲν), L om. οὐ μαγεύσεις, B 
om. οὐ μαγ., οὐ φαρμ. et praem. πάλιν ante γεννηϑὲν. 
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6. οὐκ ἐπιϑυμήσεις TH τοῦ πλησίον σου, 

7. οὐχ ἐπιορχήσεις, οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, οὐ κακολογή- 
σεις, οὐ μνησικακήσεις, 

8. οὐχ ἔσῃ διγνώμων οὐδὲ δίγλωσσος" παγὶς γὰρ ϑανάτου 
7 διγλωσσία, : 

9. οὐχ ἔσται ὁ λόγος σου κενὸς οὐδὲ ψευδής, ,. 

10. οὐκ ἔσῃ πλεονέχτης οὐδὲ ἅρπαξ οὐδὲ ὑποχριτὴς οὐδὲ 
καχοήϑης οὐδὲ ὑπερήφανος, 

WE: ov λήμψῃ βουλὴν πονηρὰν κατὰ τοῦ πλησίον οου, 

12. οὐ μισήσεις πάντα ἄνϑρωπον, ἀλλὰ οὺς μὲν ἐλέγξεις, 
οὺς δὲ ἐλεήσεις, περὶ δὲ ὧν προσεύξῃ, OVS δὲ ἀγαπήσεις ὑπὲρ 
τὴν ψυχήν σου. 

IH, 1. Τέχνον μου, φεῦγε ἀπὸ παντὸς πονηροῦ καὶ ἀπὸ 
παντὸς ὁμοίου αὐτοῦ. 

2. My γίνου ὀργίλος" ὁδηγεῖ γὰρ ἡ ὀργὴ πρὸς τὸν φόνον᾽ 
μηδὲ ζηλωτὴς μηδὲ ἐριστικὸς μηδὲ ϑυμικός" ἐκ γὰρ τούτον 
ἁπάντων φόγοι γεννῶνται. 

3. Τέκνον μου, μὴ γίνου ἐπιϑυμητής" ὁδηγεῖ. γὰρ ἡ ἐπὶι- 
ϑυμία πρὸς τὴν "πορνείαν" μηδὲ αἰσχρολόγος μηδὲ ὑφψηλόφϑαλ- 
μος" ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάντων μοιχεῖαι γεννῶνται. 


I, 6. Cf. ALB, om. cov KM.’ 3 

Il, 7. Cf. KMAL (sed ψευδομαρτ. iam post φονεύσεις habet), B nil 
nisi οὐ μνησιχαχήσεις τῷ ἀδελφῷ σου oftert. 

II, 8. Cf. KMABL (lect. var. sunt leves). 

Il, 9. Cf. KAL, ψευδὴς οὐ χενός, ἀλλὰ μεμεστωμένος πράξει M, 
omnia om. B. 

II, 10. Cf. KMA, ,mon eris cupidus nec avarus nec rapax, nec adu- 
lator nec“ L, in B nil nisi οὐ μὴ γένῃ πλεονέχτης. 

II, 11. Cf KMB, οὐ λήψῃ πρόσωπον δυνάστου ἐν χρίσει A. 

II, 12. Cf. KM (ex errore librarii desunt ove δὲ ἐλεήσεις), οὐ μισ. 
πάντα ἄνϑρ." ἐλεγμῷ ἐλέγξεις τὸν ἀδελφόν cov, cet. omittens A, (εἰς τέλος 
μισήσεις τὸν πονηρόν), ἀγαπήσεις τὸν πλησίον Gov ὑπὲρ τὴν ψυχήν σου 
B, cetera omittens. 

III, v. 1—6 desunt in B, omisit nonnulla, nonnulla libere repetivit, v. 4 
ante v. 3 posuit A. 

ΠῚ, 1. Cf. MKA (χαχοῦ pro πονηροῦ et αὐτῷ pro αὐτοῦ offerens). 

Il, 2. Cf. MK (ϑυμώδης pro ϑυμικός, pergit: ἐκ γὰρ τούτων φόνος 
γεννᾶται), nil nisi μὴ γίνου ὀργίλος ... μηδὲ ζηλωτής A offert. 

ΠῚ, 8. Cf. MK (om. ἁπάντων et offert μοιχεία γεννᾶται), μὴ γίνου 
ἐπιϑυμητὴς ... οὐχ ἔσῃ αἰσχρολόγος οὐδὲ διψόφϑαλμος ... ἐκ γὰρ τού- 
των πορνεῖαι xal μοιχεῖαι γίνονται A. 
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4. Téxvov μου, μὴ γίνου οἰωνοσκόπος᾽" ὁδηγεῖ χὰρ πρὸς 
τὴν εἰδωλολατρίαν: μηδὲ ἐπαοιδὸς μηδὲ μαϑηματικὸς «μηδὲ 
περικαϑαίρων, μηδὲ ϑέλε αὐτὰ βλέπειν" ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάν- 
TOV εἰδωλολατρίαι γεννῶνται. 

5. Téxvov μου, μὴ γίνου ψεύστης" ὁδηγεῖ γὰρ τὸ ψεῦσμα 
πρὸς τὴν κλοπήν: μηδὲ φιλάργυρος μηδὲ κενόδοξος" ἐκ γὰρ 
τούτων ἁπάντων κλοπαὶ γεννῶνται. 

0. Τέκνον μου, μὴ γίνου γόγγυσος" ὁδηγεῖ TES. πρὸς τὴν 
βλασφημίαν" μηδὲ αὐϑάδης μηδὲ πονηρόφρων" ἐκ γὰρ τούτων 
ἁπάντων βλασφημίαι γεννῶνται. 

Ἴσϑι δὲ πραύς prov μακρόϑυμος καὶ ἐλεήμων καὶ 
ἄκακος καὶ ἡσύχιος καὶ ἀγαϑὸς καὶ τρέμων τοὺς λόγους, οὺς 
ἤκουσας. Δ 

8. Οὐχ ὑψώσεις σεαυτὸν οὐδὲ δώσεις TH ψυχῇ σου ϑράσος. 

9. Οὐ χολληϑήσεται ἡ ψυχή σου μετὰ ὑψηλῶν, ἀλλὰ 
μετὰ δικαίων καὶ ταπεινῶν ἀναστραφήσῃ. 


Ill, 4. Cf. MK (sed secundum Clementem Alex. — ef. infra — ὁδηγεῖ 
γὰρ πρὸς pro ἐπειδὴ Odnyet εἰς posui; K offert ἐδεῖν μηδὲ ἀκούειν pro 
βλέπειν, M habet εἰδωλολατρία γεννᾶται), μὴ γίνου οἰωνοσχόπος, ὕτι 
δδηγεῖ πρὸς εἰδωλολατρίαν ... οὐκ ἔσῃ ἐπάδων ἢ περιχαϑαίρων .... 
οὐδὲ μαϑήσῃ μάϑημα πονηρόν A. 

Ill, ὅ. Τέχνον μου MK (sine μου), υἱὲ Clem. Alex., quem in sequen- 
tibus usque χλοπήν secutus sum, ἐπειδὴ ὁδηγεῖ to ψεῦσμα ἐπὶ (εἰς M) 
τὴν κλοπήν MK, nil nisi μὴ γίνου gidcoyveog ... μὴ γίνου κενόδοξος 

. ἐκ γὰρ τούτων ἁπάντων ἀλαζονίαι γίνονται A habet. 

IL, 6. Cf. MK (Κ om. μου et scribit ἐπειδὴ ἄγει πρὸς τ. βλασφ., Μ 
ἐπειδὴ ὁδηγεῖ εἰς τ. βλασφ., ego ὁδηγεῖ γὰρ), μὴ γίνου γόγγυσος ... μὴ 
ἔσο αὐθάδης μηδὲ πονηρόφρων ... ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα δδηγεῖ πρὸς βλασ- 
φημίαν A, 

Ill, 7. MKA ἔσϑι δὲ πραύς, ἐπεὶ (οἷ) πραεῖς κληρονομήσουσι τὴν γῆν 
(τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν K), nil nisi ἔσῃ πραύς B habet. — Cetera 
ex MA (τρέμων τοὺς λόγους τοῦ ϑεοῦ A, διὰ παντός add. Μὴ dedi, γίνου 
μαχρόϑυμος, ἐλεήμων, εἰρηνοποιός, καϑαρὸς τῇ καρδίᾳ ἀπὸ παντὸς κα- 
χοῦ, ἄχκαχος χαὶ ἡσύχιος, ἀγαϑὸς καὶ φυλάσσων zal τρέμων τοὺς λόγους 
ove ἤχουσας K, nil nisi ἔσῃ ἡσύχιος, ἔσῃ τρέμων τοὺς λόγους οὺς ἤκου- 
σας habet B. 

Ill, 8. Cf. MA, οὐχ ὑψώσεις σεαυτόν, ἔσῃ δὲ ταπεινόφρων κατὰ πάντα 

. οὐ δώσεις τῇ ψυχῇ σου ϑράσος Β, in K — ex errore librarii? — 
v. 8 et 9 sic coniuncti sunt: δώσεις τὴν ψυχήν σου μετὰ ὑψηλῶν. 

Il, 9. Cf. MK, οὐδὲ κολληθήσῃ ἐκ ψυχῆς σου μετὰ ὑψηλῶν, ἀλλὰ 
μετὰ ταπεινῶν καὶ δικαίων ἀναστραφήσῃ Β, οὐ συμπορεύσῃ μετὰ ἀφρό- 
vor, ἀλλὰ μετὰ σοφῶν καὶ δικαίων A. 
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10. Τὰ συμβαίνοντά σοι ἐνεργήματα ὡς αγαϑὰ προσδέξῃ, 
εἰδοὺς ὅτι ἄτερ ϑεοῦ οὐδὲν γίνεται. 

IV, 1. Τέκνον μου, τὸν λαλοῦντά σοι τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ 
ἀγαπήσεις ὡς κόρην (τοῦ) ὀφθαλμοῦ. Ὁ σου, μνησϑήσῃ δὲ αὐτοῦ 
νυχτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας, ἱτεμήσεις (62) αὐτὸν ὡς (TOY) κύριον" ὅϑεν 
γὰρ ἡ κυριότης λαλεῖται, ἐκεῖ κύριός ἐστι») ~ 

2. Ἰβκζητήσεις δὲ χαϑ' ἡμέραν τὰ πρόσωπα τῶν ἁγίων, 
iva ἐπαναπαῆς τοῖς λόγοις αὐτῶν. 

ὃ. Ov ποιήσεις σχίσμα, εἰρηνεύσεις δὲ μαχομένους" κρινεῖς 
δικαίως, οὐ λήμψῃ πρόσωπον ἐλέγξαι τινὰ ἐπὶ παραπτώματι. 

4. Οὐ διψυχήσεις, πότερον ἔσται ἢ οὔ. 

5. Μὴ γίνου πρὸς μὲν τὸ λαβεῖν ἐκτείνων τὰς χεῖρας, 
πρὸς δὲ τὸ δοῦναι συσπῶν. 

0. ᾿Νὰν ἔχῃς διὰ τῶν χειρῶν σου, δώσεις λύτρωσιν» ἅμαρ- 
τιῶν» σου. 


= 


7. Ov διστάσεις δοῦναι οὐδὲ διδοὺς γογγύσεις" γνώσῃ yao 
τίς ἐστιν ὁ τοῦ μισϑοῦ καλὸς avtanodotye. 


1Π,.10. Cf. M, K (add. δὲ post τὰ), Β (ἄνευ pro ἄτερ), τὰ συμβαίνοντά 
σοι πάϑη A (cetera libere mutans). 

1V, 1. τέκνον M, K (sine μου), om. ΒΜ. — τὸν Aad. usque ὀφϑαλ- 
μοῦ σου K (add. xal παραίτιόν σοι γινόμενον τῆς ζωῆς χαὶ δόντα σοι 
τὴν ἐν χυρίῳ σφραγῖδα post ϑεοῦ) B (praemitt. πάντα ante τὸν λαλ. et 
offerens χυρίου pro τοῦ ϑεοῦ), τοῦ λαλοῦντός σοι τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ 
μνησθήσῃ νυχτὸς χαὶ ἡμέρας M, τὸν λαλοῦντά σοι τὸν λόγον τοῦ ϑεοῦ 
δοξάσεις A. — μνησϑήσῃ ΜΚΑΒ. -- δὲ αὐτοῦ ΚΑ, ἡμέραν χρίσεως Β. -- 
γυχτὸς χαὶ ἡμέρας ΜΒ, νύχτα χαὶ ἡμέραν Κ, ἡμέρας καὶ γυκτός Α. -- 
τιμήσεις usque ἔστιν MK, om. Β, τιμήσεις δὲ αὐτὸν οὐχ ὡς γενέσεως 
αἴτιον, GAR ὡς τοῦ εὖ εἶναί σοι πρόξενον γινόμενον" ὅπου γὰρ ἢ περὶ 
ϑεοῦ διδασκαλία, ἐχεῖ ὃ ϑεὸς πάρεστιν A. --- Verba τιμήσεις usque 
ἔστιν fortasse in exemplo iudaico deerant. 

IV, 2. Cf. M, A (om. δὲ, off. τὸ πρόσωπον), Καὶ (τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ 
χαϑ' ἡμέραν χαὶ τοὺς λοιποὺς ἁγίους, ἵνα ἐπαναπαύσῃ κτλ), nil nisi xal 
ἐχζητήσεις χαϑ' ἑχάστην ἡμέραν τὰ πρόσωπα τῶν ἁγίων B habet. 

IV, 3. Cf. Β (add. συναγαγών post μαχομένους), Μ (om. τινὰ, off. 
παραπτώμασιν), K (σχίσματα), A (σχίσματα, om. τινὰ). 

IV, 4. Cf. Μ, Β (οὐ μὴ διψυχήσῃς) K (ἐν προσευχῇ σου μὴ διψυχή- 
ous) A (μὴ γίνου δίψυχος ἐν προσευχῇ σου, εἰ ἔσται ἢ οὐ). 

IV, 5. Cf. BMK, A (τὴν χεῖρα — συστέλλων). 

IV, 6. Cf. M, K (τῶν ante ἁμαρτιῶν), A (δός, ἵνα ἐργάσῃ εἰς λύτρω- 
σιν κτλ), B: διὰ τῶν χειρῶν σου ἐργάσῃ εἰς λύτρον ἁμαρτιῶν σου. 

lV, 1. Cf. MK, A (add. πτωχῷ post δοῦναι et om. χαλὸς), B (δὲ pro 
γὰρ, om, ἐστι»). 
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8. Ovx ἀποστραφήσῃ (τὸν) ἐνδεόμενον, μϑιοινωνήσεις, δὲ ἐν 
πᾶσιν τῷ πλησίον σου, καὶ οὐχ ἐρεῖς ἴδια ἑΐναι" εἰ γὰρ ἐν τῷ. 
ἀφϑάρτῳ κοινωνοί ἐστε, πόσῳ μᾶλλον ἐν τοῖς φϑαρτοῖς. 

9. Οὐχ ἀρεῖς τὴν χεῖρά σου ἀπὸ τοῦ υἱοῦ σου ἢ ἀπο 
τῆς ϑυγατρός σου, ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ νεότητος διδάξεις (TOY) φόβον 
τοῦ ϑεοῦ. 

10. Οὐκ ἐπιτάξεις δούλῳ σου ἢ παιδίσκῃ ἐν πικρίᾳ, τοῖς 
ἐπὶ τὸν αὐτὸν ϑεὸν ἐλπίζουσιν», "χμήποτε οὐ (0 φοβηϑήσονται 
τὸν ἐπ᾽ ἀμφοτέροις ϑεόν" οὐ γὰρ ἔρχεται κατὰ πρόσωπον κα- 
λέσαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐφ᾽ οὖς τὸ πνεῦμα ἡτοίμασεν. 

Tt. Ὑποταγήσῃ. κυρίοι ὡς τύπῳ ϑεοῦ ἐν αἰσχύνῃ καὶ φόβῳ. 

12. οΜισήσεις πᾶν 0 ὀὐχ ἔστιν ἀρεστὸν τῷ θεῷ, μισήσεις 
πᾶσαν “ ὑπόχρισιν. 

Hs Ὅυ μὴ ἐγκαταλίπῃς ἐντολὰς κυρίου, φυλάξεις δὲ ἃ 
παρέλαβες, μήτε πρυστιϑεὶς “μήτε ἀφαιρῶν. 

14. x Ἐξομολογήσῃ ἐπὶ ἁμαρτίαις σου "κοῦ προσελεύσῃ ἐπὶ 
προσευχὴν σου ἐν συνειδήσει πονηρᾷ. αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ ὁδὸς 


τῆς ζωῆς. 


IV, 8. Ovx usque ἐνδεόμενον om. B, cetera ex BMKA (ΜΚ: συγχοι- 
γωνήσεις δὲ πάντα TH ἀδελφῷ σου, A: χοινωνήσεις εἰς πάντα τ. ἀδελφῷ 
σου, ΜΚ: ἀϑανάτῳ--ϑνητοῖς, A: χοινὴ γὰρ ἡ μετάληψις παρὰ ϑεοῦ πᾶσιν 
ἀνϑρώποις παρεσχευάσϑη). 

IV, 9. Cf. B (οὐ μὴ ἄρῃς), M, A (διδάξεις αὐτοὺς), K in IV, 8 deficit, 
sed cod. Ottob. IV, 9 offert (οὐδὲ pro ἢ, διδάξεις αὐτοὺς τὸν φόβον τοῦ 


κυρίου). . 
IV, 10. Cf. B (οὐ μὴ ἐπιτάξῃς ... ὅτι ἦλϑεν οὐ pro οὐ γὰρ ἔρχεται), M 
(habet ἐν πιχρίᾳ σου post ἐλπίζουσιν), ἃ (...... παιδίσκῃ τ. ἐ. τ. av. 


ϑεὸν πεποιϑόσιν ἐν πιχρίᾳ ψυχῆς, μή ποτε στενάξωσιν ἐπὶ σοὶ καὶ ἔσται 
σοι ὀργὴ παρὰ ϑεοῦ). 

IV, 11. Cf. B; offerunt ὑμεῖς δὲ (καὶ ὑμεῖς A) οἱ δοῦλοι ὑποταγή- 
σεσϑε (ὑποτάγητε A) τοῖς κυρίοις ὑμῶν χτλ. MA. 

IV, 12. Cf. Β, μισήσεις πᾶσαν ὑπόχρισιν καὶ πᾶν MA Ottob., 0 μὴ 
ἀρεστὸν τῷ κυρίῳ M, ὃ μὴ ἀρέσχει κυρίῳ Ottob., 0 ἐὰν ἢ ἀρεστὸν κυρίῳ, 
ποιήσεις A. 

IV, 18. Cf. Β (om. δὲ), MA, Ottob. (οὐκ ἐγκαταλείψῃ ... φυλάξῃ. 
ὑφαιρῶν). 

ny, 14. Cie 5 (legit προσήξεις pro προσελεύσῃ, om. σου post προσ- 
εὐχήν, in fine praebet ἡ ὁδὸς τοῦ φωτός), Ottob.: ἐξομ. τὰ παραπτώ- 
ματά σου" οὐ προσελεύσῃ ἐν προσευχῇ σου χτλ., M: ἐν ἐχκλησίᾳ ἐξομ. 
τὰ παραπτ. σου, χαὶ οὐ προσελεύσῃ χτλ., A: ἐξομολογήσῃ τὰ ἁμαρτή- 
ματά σου, οὐ προσελεύσῃ ἐπὶ προσευχήν σου ἐν ἡμέρᾳ πονηρίας σου κτλ, 
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c ~ , ς Co ~ 
V, 1. H δὲ tov ϑανάτου οδός ἐστιν αὐτη πρῶτον πάν- 
, , , 
TOV σχολιά ἐστι καὶ κατάρας μεστή" 


2. φόνοι, μοιχεῖαι, πορνεῖαι, ἐπιορκίαι, ἐπιϑυμίαι, κλοπαί, 
εἰδωλολατρίαι, μαγεῖαι,, φαρμαχίαι, ἁρπαγαί, ψευδομαρτυρίαι, 
ὑποχρίσεις, διπλοκαρδία, δόλος, ὑπερηφανία, κακία, αὐϑάδεια, 
πλεονεξία, αἰσχρολογία, ζηλοτυπία, ϑρασύτης, ὕψος, ἀλοζονεία, 
2 , 
ἀφοβία. 

3. Διῶκται ἀγαϑῶν, μισοῦντες ἀλήϑειαν, ἀγαπῶντες ψεῦ- 
doc, οὐ γινώσκοντες μισϑὸν δικαιοσύνης, οὐ κολλώμενοι ἀγαϑῷ 
οὐδὲ κρίσει δικαίᾳ, χήρᾳ καὶ ὀρφανῷ οὐ προσέχοντες, ἀγρυπ- 
νοῦντες οὐχ εἰς τὸ ἀγαϑόν, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς τὸ πονηρόν" ὧν μακρὰν 
πραύτης καὶ ὑπομονή, μάταια ἀγαπῶντες, διώκοντες ἀνταπό- 
doc, οὐχ ἐλεοῦντες πτωχόν, οὐ πονοῦντες ἐπὶ καταπονου- 
μένῳ, εὐχερεῖς ἐν καταλαλιᾷ, οὐ γινώσχοντες τὸν ποιήσαντα 
αὐτούς, φονεῖς τέκνων, φϑορεῖς πλάσματος ϑεοῦ, ἀποστρεφό- 
μενοι τὸν ἐνδεόμενον, καταπονγοῦντες τὸν ϑλιβόμενον, πλουσίων 
παράκλητοι, πενήτων» ἄνομοι κριταί, πανϑαμάρτητοι. [Ῥυσϑείητε, 
τέχνα, ἀπὸ τούτων ἁπάντω)). 


ΙΥἹ, 1. Ὅρα μή τις σε πλανήσῃ ἀπὸ ταύτης τῆς ὁδοῦ τῆς 
διδαχῆς, ἐπεὶ παρεχτὸς ϑεοῦ σὲ διδάσκει. ἘΣ 


V, 1. Cf. M (σχολιά ex B posui pro πονηρα), Β: Ἣ δὲ τοῦ μέλανος 
ὀδός ἐστιν σχολιὰ χαὶ χατάρας μεστή. ὅδὸς γάρ ἐστιν ϑανάτου αἰωνίου 
μετὰ τιμωρίας, ἐν ἡ ἐστὴὲν τὰ ἀπολλύντα τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτῶν, A: H δὲ ὅδὸς 
τοῦ ϑανάτου ἐστὶν ἐν πράξεσι πονηραῖς ϑεωρουμένη. 

V, 2. Ex MA dedi (in M desunt ἐπιορχίαι, ἀφοβία ex errore librarii, 
ut videtur, ibidem ἐπιϑυμίαι ante πορνεῖαι; A add. παράνομοι post ἔπι- 
ϑυμίαι, habet ὑψηλοφροσύνη pro ὕψος); B: εἰδωλολατρεία, ϑρασύτης, ὕψος 
δυνάμεως, ὑπόχρισις, διπλοκαρδία, μοιχεία, φόνος, ἁρπαγή, ὑπερηφανία, 
παράβασις, δόλος, χαχία, αὐθάδεια, φαρμαχεία, μαγεία, πλεονεξία, 
ἀφοβία ϑεοῦ. 

V, 8. Cf. MA (sed A incipit: διωγμὸς ἀγαθῶν, ἀληϑείας ἔχϑρα, ψεύ- 
dove ἀγάπη, ἄγνοια δικαιοσύνης οἱ γὰρ τούτων ποιηταὶ οὐ χολλῶνται 
χτλ., tum habet ἀργυπνοῦσιν, om. τὸν ante ἐνδεόμενον et ϑλιβόμενον, 
offert ὑπερόπται pro ἄνομοι χριταί εὖ πάντων pro ἁπάντων, uterque om. 
χήρᾳ καὶ ὀρφανῷ ov προσέχοντες et εὐχερεῖς ἕν καταλαλιζῇ, B habet 
τῶν ἀγαϑῶν, ψεύδη pro weddoc, οὐ pro οὐδὲ, ἐγρυπν. οὐκ εἰς φόβον θεοῦ 
ἀλλὰ ἐπὶ τὸ πονηρόν, add. χαὶ πόρρω post μαχρὰν, ponit ἀγαπῶντες 
μάταια, add. χαὶ post ἐνδεόμενον et om. ῥυσθϑείητε κτλ. — Uncis inclusa 
vix genuina sunt. 

VI. Cf. MA, cum in B nihil hoc capitulo respondeat, incertum est, utrum 
in exemplo iudaico fuerit annon. A habet πλανήσῃ ἀπὸ τῆς εὐσεβείας 
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2. Περὶ δὲ τῶν βρωμάτων ..,..° ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ εἰδωλο- 
ϑύτου λίαν πρόσεχε" ἐπὶ τιμῇ γὰρ δαιμόνων ϑύουσι αὐτά. 
et libere quae in v. 1 secuntur reddidit. — M post διδάσχει pergit: εἰ 
μὲν γὰρ δύνασαι βαστάσαι ὅλον τὸν ζυγὸν τοῦ κυρίου, τέλειος ἔσῃ" 
εἰ δ᾽ οὐ δύνασαι, ὃ δύνῃ τοῦτο ποίει, quae verba cum in A desint 
conicio ab eodem scripta esse, qui 4d. vv. I, 3—6 addidit. Idem 
scripsit, ut videtur, quae legimus in M: περὶ δὲ τῆς βρώσεως, ὃ δύνασαι 
βάστασον, A nil nisi περὲ δὲ τῶν βρωμάτων habente et quaedam omit- 
tente, quae arte nulla restitui possunt. Etiam in fine eandem manum 
cognosco, nam quae in textu ex A dedi antiquiora mihi videntur verbis 
(M): λατρεία γάρ ἐστι ϑεῶν νεχρῶν. — A habet: ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοϑύ- 
των φεύγετε. 
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a number of books not found in the Vatican, as the four 
books of Maccabees and the Prayer of Manasses; but the 
books that are common to both are found in a different 
sequence. This fact, cited by Frankel,“ Strack," and 
others as evidence that the Alexandrian Jews did not look 
upon the Septuagint version as canonical, seems, in itself, 
well-nigh decisive. How could they have looked upon a 
list of books as canonical for which they neither offered, 
nor, as far we know, attempted to offer, any fixed recen- 
sion? We might almost as well apply that term to a 
modern Sunday-school library. Divergence is one thing; 
independence is quite another. It is true that the Jews 
of Egypt built a temple of their own at Leontopolis, 
where, until the time of Vespasian, they continued to 
maintain services, had their own priests, Levites, and landed 
property. Their council of seventy elders was only sec- 
ond in influence to that of the Sanhedrin at Jerusalem; but 
it was second, and was always acknowledged to be so. 
From Jerusalem the regularly recurring national festivals 
were heralded with astronomical exactness. The high 
priest at Jerusalem ever remained, for the entire disper- 
sion, the sovereign representative of Jewish national dig- 
nity and religion. The Sanhedrin at Jerusalem was the 
last court of appeal from supposed unjust decisions in the 
synagogues, whether on the Nile, the Euphrates, or the 
diber:”” 

Then, notice the practice of prominent Alexandrians — 
and of all Alexandrians so far as we have information — 
when it came to the point of the comparative value of the 
Palestinian collection and their version with its additions. 
Philo, as we have seen, while well acquainted with the 
apocryphal literature, and while holding, as his works 
show, peculiar, and not strictly orthodox, views on the 
subject of inspiration, depends solely on the books of the 

88 Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta, p. 88. 

, * As above, Herzog, s. v. Kanon d. A. T. 


8ὅ Cf. my Apocrypha, pp., 34, 40, 50. 
Vor, Sie ΠΝ Ο. τοῦ: τ 
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Palestinian canon for incidental proof-texts and to them 
alone applies such epithets as the “Oracles,” the ‘“ Pro- 
phetic Word.” The author of the Second Book of Esdras, 
himself doubtless an Alexandrian Jew, in the legend of 
Ezra, which he dresses up in Greek for the delectation 
of his countrymen of that metropolis, carefully discrimi- 
nates between the twenty-four books of the Hebrew 
canon and the apocryphal ones accompanying them. The 
one class was to be published openly, that the worthy and 
unworthy alike might read. The others were to be given 
out with judgment, and only to such as had wisdom to 
use them aright.” 

Josephus, it would seem, made use almost entirely of 
the Septuagint, and, when he chose so to do, of some of 
the apocryphal books. But no modern writer on the 
canon could have distinguished between them more intel- 
ligently than he has done. 

It is especially in place to cite here the translator of 
the Wisdom of Sirach, or Ecclesiasticus. He writes 
from Egypt and for Egyptian Jews. In making an apol- 

ogy in his preface for the imperfections of his work, a 
translation of a Hebrew book into the Greek language, 
which book in its Greek form was to take a prominent 
position in the current Bible, he incidentally expresses 
his comparative estimate of the Greek and Hebrew Script- 
ures. “Let me entreat you now,’ he says, “to readat 
[his translation] with favor and attention, and to be indul- 
gent, in that where, perchance, with all the care bestowed 
on the translation, we may seem to have failed in some 
words. For what was originally uttered in Hebrew has 
not the same force when translated into another tongue. 
And not only this book, but the law also, and the prophecies, 
and the rest of the books, have no small difference, uttered 
in the original.” It is clear that such language as this 15 
not in harmony with the hypothesis that the Jews of 


35 See my Apocrypha, p. 664. Cf. The Gospel of Nicodemus, c. xxviii. on 
the seventy apocryphal books. 
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Alexandria put their translation of the Hebrew Scriptures, 
as it respects canonical rank and authority, on the same 
plane as the Scriptures themselves. This is admitted by 
Kuenen, who remarks on this passage: “Thus, either the 
whole of the Old Testament which we now possess, or, at 
any rate, by far the greater part of it, was then translated, 
but, as it also follows from the words just quoted, as yet 
had no manner of authority, and was ¢ested by the original 
by any one who had the power and the inclination to do 
BOC. 

Here, then, we may conclude our investigations as it 
relates to this, by far the most important, period of bibli- 
cal history. If any fact with respect to the Scripture 
may be looked upon as established, this is one: that to the 
great body of Jews of the first century of our era, learned 
and unlearned, of Palestine and of the wide dispersion, 
there existed a highly revered canon of Old Testament 
books. This collection had been received and was treas- 
ured as a sacred inheritance from the distant past. It was 
composed of exactly the books, and no others, that we 
now find within it. The fluctuations alleged to have 
existed in this respect are more phantasmagorial than 
real; are fluctuations in the theories of our critics far 
more than in the historical attitud2 of ancient Judaism 
toward their own Scriptures. We have, accordingly, yet 
to discover when this ancient canon was not, how it arose 
and came to take on its present form. 


37 The Religion of Israel (Lond., 1875), iii. 173, 174. 
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THE first chapters of the Didache, including chapters 
ii—vi., are distinctly set apart as a complete whole by 
the Didachographer himself (vii. 1). Internally they 
form an entire treatise, with introduction, and conclusion, 
and symmetrically arranged members. They thus lend 
themselves to separate treatment. At the same time, in 
subjecting them to a special and separate study, the ques- 
tion of the unity of the Teaching must not be prejudged. 
The whole Didache apparently was known to Barnabas 
and Hermas and is very strongly articulated internally. 
And although the author in composing his Book of 
Church Order may have, as well as not, incorporated into 
it the charge to the catechumens and the prayers that 
preceded the Eucharist which he found already in use, 
just as he has incorporated the Lord’s prayer in chapter 
vil—yet it is not to be assumed, prior to investiga- 
tion, that he did this. Just because, however, these first 
six chapters constitute the whole charge to the catechu- 
mens, and thus form a unity, recognized and intended 
by the Didachographer himself, they may be studied 
apart without prejudicing our judgment as to their 
authorship. Whena chief object of our study concerns 


1 By the goodness of Dr. Schaff, the present writer was able to state the 
outlines of a theory which he holds as to the relations of the documents 
which contain the Two Ways, in Dr. Schaff’s admirable volume, The Oldest 
Church Manual, etc., New York, 1885, pp. 220-5. Where this essay 
touches on the same ground it is meant as an extension of that, and, in some 
minor points, a correction of it. 
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itself with the textual transmission of the treatise, there 
arises a further obvious propriety and gain, not to say 
necessity, for studying the first six chapters apart. 
Why it is so does not seem to demand a pause here to 
explain,’ but it is true that while the latter portion of 
the treatise passed early out of use, the section on The 
Two Ways remained the property of, and in the con- 
stant use of, the church. Barnabas repeated it; the 
Ecclesiastical Canons, as well as the Apostolical Constitu- 
tions, incorporated it into itself; Lactantius used it; and 
there are traces of it in several other writings of early 
Christianity. The textual problems of this first section 
of the treatise, then, are necessarily different from, and 
are to be settled on different conditions and by sepa- 
rate methods from, those applicable to the remaining chap- 
ters. We thus not only may, but for all textual problems 
must, treat the opening chapters separately from the rest of 
the treatise. On these grounds our purpose to confine 
ourselves in this paper to the study of The Two Ways as 
given us in the first six sections of the Didache, is justified. 

Let us begin by taking stock of the sources of our inform- 
ation concerning this charge to catechumens which we 
may call, for convenience sake, The Two Ways. (1) We 
have, first of all, the Constantinople MS., published by 
Bryennios‘in 1883 and frequently reprinted since. This 
contains the whole treatise in a unique exemplar, includ- 
ing, of course, The Two Ways at its opening. The MS. 
seems to be carefully written and dates from the year 
1056 A.D. (2) We have the fragment of a Latin transla- 
tion, taken from a tenth century MS., knowledge of which 
was recovered by Dr. v. Gebhardt. This fragment unfor- 
tunately contains only the opening of the treatise, extend- 
ing to the middle of 11.6. (3) We have the reworking of the 
matter of the treatise in chapters xviil—xx. of Barnabas,’ 

3 Cf. Sabatier, La Didaché, etc., Paris, 1885, p. 81 sq. 


’? We venture to assume without discussion (which wouid carry us too far) 
that Barnabas draws from the Two Ways and not vice versa. The still 
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—in which the matter is disarranged and very freely 
treated, but portions of all the chapters 1.-- vi. are borrowed, 
and the following verses are represented: 1. 1, 2; il. 2, 3, 
As 6: T1117, 8,0) TOV IVa; 2. πο δ το, πριν 
2(vi.2?). (4) The Ecclesiastical Canons (late third or early 
fourth century) incorporate most of the text fromi. 1 toiv. 
8 inclusive, but there break off suddenly. (5) The Apostol- 
ical Constitutions incorporate great portions of the text of 
the whole treatise, and among these, of our six chapters 
(fourth century). (6) The mention that is made by the fathers 
of, or silent quotations from, it constitute witness, not only to 
its existence, but also often to its text. Most important 
of the quotations are those of Hermas, Clement of Alex- 
andria, the Sibylline Oracles, and (from the Latin version) 
Lactantius. We thus have quite adequate material to jus- 
tify us in refusing to follow the Constantinople MS. veré- 
atim until its readings have been tested by the witnesses. 


MUTUAL RELATIONS AND RELATIVE VALUES OF THE 
WITNESSES. 


Before these witnesses can be used in criticism of the 
text, it is necessary to examine into their mutual relations. 
Otherwise we should have no criterion for determining 
the value of the various combinations or of the separate 
documents on the one hand, and, on the other, should 
stand constantly in danger of allowing to collusive testi- 
mony the weight due only to combined witness of sepa- 
rate lines of transmission. 


unconvinced may consult the considerations offered by Funk (Tiibingen 
Theolog. Quartalschrift 1884, ii. p. 399 sq.); Zahn (Supplementum Clem- 
entinum, etc., p. 310 sq.); Massebieau (L’Ensiegnment des douze Apdotres, 
p. 16); Sabatier (La Didaché, etc., p. 82 sq.); E. L. H[icks] (The Guard- 
ian, June 26, 1884); J. WLordsworth] (The Guardian, March το, 1884); Schaff 
(The Oldest. Church Manual, p. Ig sq.);} Brown(The Teaching, etc., p. 
Xxvi. sq.); etc. The most recent writers nearly all hold to the priority of 
the Didache, and the question may be considered now about determined, 
although the weight of the opposing names of Bryennios, Harnack, Hilgen- 
feld, Krawutzcky, bids us be modest in the expression of our confidence. 
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On subjecting the texts witnessed to by the various 
documents to careful comparison it becomes apparent first - 
of all that, with a single exception,’ they are independent 
in their testimony. This exception is the Ecclesiastical 
Canons which appears to have made direct use of Barna- 
bas in (forinstance) the following passages: Canons, Prae/. 
from Barn. 1. 1; Canons Ὁ: 8 affected by Barn. ii..10, iv. 9; 
@anons, Ὁ: Γ ΟὟ Barn. xxi. 2=4,(6;)x1x..11. As itis unde- 
niable that the author had the Epistle of Barnabas before 
him, doubt is thrown upon his entire independence as a 
witness to the text of the Teaching, especially in such 
passages as those in which he and Barnabas stand alone, 
as e. g. in Didache i. 2, where this pair add [καὶ] δοξάσεις 
τὸν AUTpwoapevov σε ἐκ θανάτου against the Constantinople 
MS., the Latin version and the Constitutions; 11. 2, where 
against the same combination they desert the order in 
which the three. sins of lust are named;° iv. I, where 
against the Constantinople MS., and the Constitutions, 
they alone add: [ἀγαπήσεις) ὡς κόρην ὀφθαλμοῦ cov; and 
lv. 3, where, against the same pair, they insert τινά after 
ἐλέγξαι. No doubt it cannot be assumed out of hand that 


4 In the arrangement wrought out by Krawutzcky in 1882 (Tiibingen The- 
olog. Quartalschrift 1882, iii. p. 424 sq.) the Apostolical Constitutions were 
also made directly dependent on Barnabas, but on grounds that are now 
inoperative since the discovery of the Didache. The complications that 
have arisen from clinging to his old scheme are painfully apparent in his 
paper in the same journal for 1884 (iv. pp. 547-606) where he makes the 
Constitutions only secondarily derived from the Two Ways—through the 
Didache. His two schemes may be thus graphically given :— 


The Letter of Barnabas. The Letter of Barnabas. 
late saec. I. | | 
| 1885 | [The Two Ways.] 
1882 | [The Two Ways. ] | | | 
early saec τ Canons. Didache. 
Canons. Constitutions. ae 
IV. inte IVs Constitutions. 


How much easier to put The Two Ways at the root of all and Barnabas 
among the reworkings: by this act moreover the problem sinks from the 
sphere of the higher to that of the lower criticism. 


δ Observe, however, that Clem. Alex. Paed ii. 89 follows them so far as 
the post-positing of Paederasty is concerned. 
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the community of the two in these striking readings 
proves that the Canons borrowed them directly of Barna- 
bas; and the less so that the Canons have entirely escaped 
the confusion into which Barnabas has brought the 
arrangement of the matter.’ Nevertheless the fact that 
the author of the Canons certainly drew from Barnabas 
elsewhere, combines with the inherent suspiciousness of 
these readings in so damaging the character of the Can- 
ons as an independent witness as to prevent our confi- 
dently counting the combined testimony of the owe as 
that of two fide ἀπ δεῖνὺ authorities. 

Next, it is noticed that the witnesses divide themselves 
into two recensions or classes as to their texts, the Con- 
stantinople MS.and the Constitutions on the one side, and 
the Latin version, Barnabas, and the Canons on the other. 
The kinship of the fragment of the Latin version with 
Barnabas is exceedingly close, while yet such as to forbid 
our assuming direct dependence. Each contains readings 
against which the other ranges its testimony with the 
other witnesses. For example, the Latin inserts at i. 1, 27 
sacculo, and αἵ .1. 2, @ternum. And Barnabas reads ati. 2, 
τοῦ φωτός, for τῆς ζωῆς ; adds at 1. 2, (with Canons) δοξάσεις, 
x.7.r., and alters at ii. 2 (with Canons) the order of the lusts. 
That the Latin has not borrowed from Barnabas 15 strik- 
ingly illustrated in i. 1, where its words: “Jn his constitute 
sunt angeli duo, unus c@quitatis, alter iniguitatis,’ could 
scarcely have been derived from, but must rather under- 
lie, the long and involved sentence of Barnabas, who has 
dealt with this simple statement, according to his wont, by 
multiplying the angels, confusedly describing their charac- 
ters, and then,at the end of anawkwardly added clause,drop- 


® Bickel, in 1843, suggested that the Canons might be independent of Barn- 
abas; and Holtzmann (Jahrbiicher fiir Protestantische Theologie, 1885, i. pp. 
155, 158, 159) feels still justified in denying such dependence for the parts 
of the Teaching incorporated in the Canons: ‘‘A simpler solution is fur- 
mGdl es 6 go by the assumption that even the Didache, i.—vi. gives the com- 
mon matter only in relatively its oldest form” (p. 159). 
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ping a hint of the neglected zuzguztatis. That the type 
of text that les behind both, however, is the same, is 
proved by the very characteristic readings which they 
have in common, such as, 6. g.,1. I, insertion of the notion 
of light and darkness, and of the angel clause just quoted, 
(which occurs also in Hermas, Mandate 11.); 1. 2, omission 
(with Bryennios’ MS.) of “with all thy heart;’ 1. 3, omis- 
sion (with Canons) of “Bless ye, etc.’ 

In like manner the Constantinople MS. and the Consti- 
tutions draw together as independent co-witnesses to 
another rather marked recension. The sameness of 
the type of text represented by them lies on the surface 
of their transmission; such striking items as their common 
support of the insertion 1. 3-11. 1, inclusive, of the omission 
of ods δὲ ἐλεήσεις in 11. 7, of the plural form μουχεῖαι γεννῶν - 
Tat in 111. 3, and of the omission of τινά in iv. 3, will quicken 
our memory concerning it. On the other hand, the inde- 
pendence of their witness-bearing appears to be placed 
above suspicion by their divergencies from one another. 
The Constitutions desert the Constantinople MS. and ade- 
quate support in such readings of the latter as: ili. 1, πὸν- 
apod (Constt., κακοῦν); ill. 3, ὑψηλόφθαλμος (Constt., puprod- 
θαλμος); ἵν. 5, Tas χειρὰς. . . συσπῶν (Constt., τὴν χεῖρα 
... συστέλλων); iv. 6, omit the clause about “ working.” 
The Constantinople MS., on the other hand, deserts the 
Constitutions, although they are supported by adequate 
testimony, in such readings of the latter as: θέλεις (MS. 
θελήσῃς); 11. 5, order of the words “empty and false;” 11. 5, 
omission of ἀλλὰ μεμεστωμένος πράξει; iv. 1, insertion of 
additional verb; iv. 3, ποιήσεις (MS., ποθήσεις); iv. 7, ὃ 
(MS., ἡ): 

The text preserved in the Ecclesiastical Canons stands 
somewhat between the recensions represented by these 


7 Cf. Hilgenfeld Zeitschrift, etc., 1885, i. pp. 97-9; and Brown, The 
Teaching, etc., p. xxii: ‘‘a different recension of the text, and one which 
already showed some of the striking peculiarities of Barnabas and the 
Canons, seems to underlie this [the Latin] version.” 
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pairs; but is clearly most closely related to the pair, 
Barnabas-Latin.” No doubt the possibility of its mixture 
from Barnabas renders its exact classification somewhat dif- 
ficult; yet we assign it to a group consisting of itself and the 
above-named pair with considerable confidence. It joins 
with them in the important omission of 1. 3, εὐλογεῖτε---11.1, 
inclusive. And although it is found often in company 
with the other group, these seem not to be typical read- 
ings, and to be thoroughly consistent with the somewhat 
intermediate place that the Canons occupy between the | 
two. 
The results at which we have arrived may be repre- 
sented to the eye by some such table as the following :— 


Autograph of the ‘‘ Two Ways.” 
| 


[Egyptian text. | [Syrian text. ] 
| 


Latin. Barnabas, 


Canons. Constitutions. - Constantinople 
MS. 


An important means of establishing the text of The Two 
Ways is already in our hands when this classification is 
attained. The union of the two classes which we have 
ventured to name the Egyptian and the Syrian will give 
us the best attestation; and this suggests to us the best 
groups ata glance. Genealogically considered, readings 
supported only by Barnabas and the Latin, or only by 
Barnabas and the Canons, or only by the Constitutions 
and the Constantinople MS. should be suspicious. The 
best pairs should combine both classes; while in the 
bounds of a single class, the pair, Canons and Latin, ought 
to be the best. Such a threefold support as Barnabas (or 
the Latin), the Canons, and the Constantinople MS. (or 


5 So also Hilgenfeld and Brown, as cited above. 
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the Constitutions) should give certainty; and any three- 
fold attestation should be good—even if it be the Latin, 
Barnabas, and the Canons. 

In this last case we should have the two classes arrayed 
against each other, and the very important question would 
arise of the relative soundness of the two transmissions. 
Unfortunately, the briefness of the Latin fragment, the 
extremely scattered nature of Barnabas’ attestation, the 
possible mixture from Barnabas which the text transmitted 
by the Canons has suffered, and the early failure of the 
Canons, combine to prevent our obtaining any body of 
readings which we can confidently treat as fair represent- 
atives of the Egyptian text. Internal evidence of classes 
cannot, therefore, be interrogated on any broad scale. If 
it were just to stake every thing on a single important 
reading, the sharp division between the classes as to the 
omission or insertion of the long passage from i. 3, εὐλο- 
γεῖτε, to 11. 1, inclusive, would furnish us with an ideal test 
case. And here internal evidence most decisively throws 
its weight in the scale of the Egyptian text,’ which thus, 
so far as a single case can go in such a matter, is declared 
to be-—when unanimous—the best and soundest, as well 
as oldest-attested (Barnabas) transmission. 

If now we call in the process which Dr. Hort has 
appropriately named Internal Evidence .of Groups to 
decide for us the probable value of each possible group, 
the results that were indicated by the genealogical consid- 
erations are in general fully confirmed. There are very 
few readings in which four witnesses array themselves 
against one; all of these commend themselves." All trin- 
ary groups approve themselves by internal evidence as 


* See this shown in full., below, p. 115. 


10 Examples are I. 1, omit 222 saeculo of Latin (Barn., Cans., Constt. Ms.); 
I. 2, omit eternum of Latin (same); I. 2, τῆς ζωῆς instead of Barnabas’ τοῦ 
φωτός (Lat., Cans., Constt. Ms.); II. 2, order. ‘‘murder, adultery,” against 
Latin, ‘‘adultery, murder,” ([Barn.], Cans., Constt. Ms,); II. 6, omit capidus 
of Latin (samc). 
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usually right.". Among the binary groups the internal 
evidence approves in general the three, MS. and Canons,” 
MS. and Barnabas,” and Constitutions and - Barnabas.” 
The brevity of the Latin version is doubtless the reason 
that it does not appear in any binary combination with 
either the Constantinople MS. or the Constitutions. The 
following binary groups on the other hand are discredited 


by internal evidence; viz., Barnabas and Canons,” MS. 

1! (rt) Canons, Constt., and MS.: I. 1, insert wia ... μία against (Latin), 
Barn.; omit ‘‘light and darkness,” against Latin, (Lact.); omit angei clause, 
against Latin; Barn., Hermas; II. 3, place ‘‘false witnessing,’ here against 
Latin; III. to, read oot, against Barn.; IV. I, retain last clause, against 
Barn.; IV. 2. read τοῖς λόγοις αὐτῶν, against Barn.; IV. 8, read ἐστίν, against 
Barn.; retain first clause against Barn. (2) Canons, Constt., and Barn., 
IV. I, insert an additional verb against MS.; IV. 3, read ποιήσεις, against MS. 
(ποϑήσεις); IV. 7, read ὁ, against MS. (ἡ). (3) Canons, Constt., and Latin; 
I. 2, read ϑέλεις, against MS. (ϑελήσῃς); and ποιήσεις, against MS. (woiev); II. 5, 
give the order ‘‘ empty and false,” against the MS.; and omit ἀλλὰ μεμεστω- 
μένος πράξει; against the MS. (4) Canons, MS., and Barn.: IV. 5, read τὰς 
χεῖρας. . . συσπῶν, against Constt, (5) Constt., MS., and Barn.: III. 7, τῇ 
ψυχῆ, against Canons (τὴν ψυχήν). (6) Constt., MS., and Latin: I. 2, omit 
[καὶ] δοξάσεις τόν σε λυτρωσάμενον or ἐκ ϑανάτου, against Canons and Barn,; II. 2 
order of lusts, against Barn., Canons, Clem.-Alex. (7) MS., Barn., and 
Latin: I. 2, omit ‘‘ with thy whole heart,’ against Canons and Constt. (8) 
Barn., Canons, and Latin omit I. 3, (εὐλογεῖτε)-- 11. 1, inclusive against 
Constt., MS., and some fathers. 

12 The chief of these are: I. I, insert μεταξύ, against Barn.,[ Lat.]; III. 1, 
πονηροῦ, against Constt. (κακοῦ); avtov, against Constt., (αὐτῷ); III. 3, ὑψη- 
λόφϑαλμος, against Constt. (ῥεψόφϑαλμος); 11. 9, order, δικαιῶν καὶ ταπεινῶν, 
against Barn.; Ill. 10, ἅτερ, against Barn. (ἄνευ); Iv. 2, δέ, against Barn, 
(kai); Iv. 6, ἔχῃς, against Constt. (ἔχεις); omit clause concerning ‘‘ working,” 
against Constt. (Barn). 

18 Such ‘as: IV. I, omit the αἴτιον clause, against .Canons (Constt.); Iv. 2, 
πρόσωπα, against Cons., Constt. (πρόσωπον); Iv. 3, σχίσμα, against same 
(σχίσματα); IV. 4, omit ἐν Tpocevyy, against same; δέψυχήσεις, against Canons 
(—one); Iv. 9, omit αὐτούς after διδαξ. against Constt.; Iv. 10, ἐλπίζουσιν, 
against Constt., (πεποιϑόσιν); τν. 11, ὡς τύπῳ, against Constt.; αἰσχύνῃ, against 
Constt. (προσοχῇ); IV. 13, omit Tap’ αὐτοῦ (several times) against Constt. 

14 Such as: Iv. 8, κοινωνήσεις, against MS., Canons (συγκοίν.); Iv. 14, omit 
ἐν ἐκκλησίᾳ, against MS.; v. 1, insert ἀφοβία [Geov], against MS. 

18 ‘These readings are such as: I. 2, insert [καὶ] δοξάσεις, etc, against Lat., 
MS., Constt.; 11. 2, order of lusts against same; IV. I, insert ‘‘as the apple 
of thy eye,” against MS. and Constt.; Iv. 3, insert τινὰ, against same;— no 
one of these has the look of genuineness. 
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and Constitutions,’° and Canons and Constitutions.” It is 
somewhat unexpected to find the last of these combinations 
discredited; but it is observable that the readings which 
it furnishes are not such as will prove collusion between 
the two,—the insertion of a clause speaking of an “αἴτιον᾽᾽᾿ 
in lv. 1, alone suggesting it; but are rather such readings 
as two documents might readily fall into accidentally in 
common, such, e. g., as the addition in 1. 2., drawn from 
the Gospels, the plural “schisms” in iv. 3, the very natural 
explanatory addition ‘in prayer,” iv. 4, etc. When we 
subtract such readings and those in which their only 
opponent is the Constantinople MS. standing in individual 
error (i> 3, iv: 8, etc:), there is nothing left. to suggest 
closer relationship than the genealogical table attributes 
to these two documents. On the other hand internal evi- 
dence approves many of the readings of the group, MS. 
+Constitutions, but it is observable that this is so only 
when they oppose singular readings of Barnabas or the 
Canons, that is, only in places where we have only three 
witnesses. The excellence of the general transmission of 
the Syrian group is thus no doubt indicated; but not as 
against any other than singular testimony. Theonly case 
in which the two groups are pitted against each other is 


“They unite in such+ readings as:-insert, ἜΣ 3, ΕΥΛΟΥΕΙ͂ΤΕ ν᾿ ΠῚ, 
against Lat., Barn., Cans.; [π|. 7, omit ob¢ δὲ ἐλεῆσεις, against Cans.]; II. 3, 
μοιχεῖαι γεννῶνται, against Cans. (singular); 11. 6, ὀδηγεῖ, against Cans, 
(ἀγει); 111. 7, insert οἵ, against Canons; Ill. 7, γῆν, against Canons (kingdom 
of heaven); IV. I, omit ‘‘as the apple of thy eye,” against Canons and Barn.; 
IV. 3, omit τινά, against Cans., Barn.; Iv. 9, ἀρεῖς, against Barn. (ἄρῃς); omit 
τῆς before νεότητος, against Barn.; Iv. Io, οὔκ, against Barn. (οὖ μῆ); omit 
cov after παιδίσκῃ, against Barn.; IV. II, insert τοῖς... ὑμῶν, against Barn.; 
IV. 12, τῆς ζωῆς, against Barn. (τοῦ φωτός); ν. 1, τοῦ ϑανάτου, against Barn. 
(τοῦ μέλανος); order of list in general against Barn. 


1 These are such as: 1. 2, add ‘‘with thy whole heart,” against MS., 
Barn., Lat.; 111, 3, omit ἁπάντων, against MS.; 111, 6, πρός, against MS. (εἰς); 
Iv. I, insert the αἵτιον clause, against MS., ( Barn.); iv. 2, πρόσωπον, against 
MS., Barn. (πρόσωπα); τιν, 3, σχίσματα, against MS., Barn. (σχίσμα); τν. 4, add 
ἐν προσυχῃῇ, against MS., Barn.; Iv. 8, omit Tov, against MS. 
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loudly proclaimed by internal evidence in favor of the 
Egyptian transmission. 


On the basis of these investigations we may venture 
to subject the text of “The Two Ways” to detailed exam- 
ination :— 


DETAILED EXAMINATION OF THE TEXT OF “TITE TWO WAYS.’ 


The ¢z¢/e of the treatise comes to us by direct transmis- 
sion in two forms: Διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων as it 
stands in the MS. and Doctrina Apostolorum as it stands in. 
the Latin version. In no case where the treatise 15 men- 
tioned by the Fathers do they specify the number twelve 
in the title; and although in the absence of the Latin version 
it might be held doubtful whether we should not explain the 
failure of the “twelve” in their citations by the lateness of the 
times, and the passing away of the need of distinguishing 
the original twelve from the other less authoritative apos- 
tles (Did. c.xi.), yet the absence of the word from the Latin 
version, which also is a direct witness, quite alters the bal- 
ance of evidence and forces us on textual grounds to omit 
it. Indeed, a glance at the transmitted -forms as given in 
tabular shape below, is cnough to give decision as a mere 
matter of textual probability in favor of the form Διδαχὴ 
[τῶν] ἀποστόλων: 

Αὐδανὴ ἀποστόλων, [ Lat., Ruf.,], Niceph., Stich., Syn., 
Athan. 

Διδαχὴ τῶν ἀποστόλων, | Lat., Ruf.], Athan., Anast., Zon- 
aras. 

Διδαχαὶ τῶν ἀποστόλων, ( Eus.), [ Pseudo-Cyprian ]. 

Διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων, Constantinople MS. 

Διδαχὴ τῶν ἁγίων ἀποστόλων, Blastares. 

To those accustomed to observe the growth of titles in 
descriptiveness, the addition of the δώδεκα will, as a matter 
of internal probability, have all the appearance of a later 
addition that the insertion of ἁγίυν by Blastares has,— 
although induecd, no doubt, by a very different tendercy. 
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Its absence from the Latin version throws grave doubt 
also on the second title,—which, if genuine, must certainly 
be taken as the special title of the section onthe Two 
Ways (chapters i—vi.) and not as an alternative or more 
original title of the whole treatise. No trace of it is dis- 
coverable in any of the patristic citations of the work. 
Even though we should judge that it is hinted at and par- 
aphrased in Constt. App.1. Pracf: of ἀπόστολοι 
πᾶσι τοῖς ἐξ ἐθνῶν πιστεύσασιν.. . .. ἀκούσατε διδασκαλ- 
ίαν. .. .. ἐκ προσταγμάτοις τοῦ σωτῆρος, ὁμοστοίχων ταὶς 
ἐνδόξοις φθογγαῖς avtod,—the balance of probability would 
not be essentially altered. It would no doubt be other- 
wise if we could feel that it is implied in the Ecclesiastical 
Canons c. 2, where the apostles propose to communicate 
to their sons and daughters only ὡς ὁ κύριος ἀπεκάλυψε 
κατὰ τὸ θέλημα τοῦ θεοῦ διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου. It is noticeable, 
however, that all reference fails here, on any theory, to the 
words “tothe Gentiles,” which furnish the only justification 
for the co-existence of this second title with the first. There 
are no internal reasons to urge strongly one way or the 
other,except as against the naturalness or likelihood of these 
words,“‘to the Gentiles.” * Allthat Harnack has said in favor 
of the primitiveness and originality Οἱ this title only goes to 
show that it has a certain appropriateness to the book, and 
in no wise distinguishes between the likelihood of its hav- 
ing been given by the first author and the likelihood of its 
having been added by a later scribe. Transcriptionally 
judged it presents all the characteristics of scribe’s work, 
—a certain specious appropriateness conjoined with no 


18 Cf., on these words, Sabatier, La Didaché, etc., p. 73: ‘‘ To whom is it 
addressed? To the pagans, says the title; and yet, if we take this indication 
literally, we find ourselves met by more than one difficulty. How is it that 
the author when speaking to pagans did not commence by revealing to them 
the one, living, and true God? He speaks to them of the Law as if they 
knew it; of the pagans as if they were not ordinary pagans.”” Few will, 
however, think that M. Sabatier has untied the knot by understanding the 
word in a narrowed sense of Syrian semi-proselytes, like, for instance, 
Cornelius. 
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actual inherent value. It is altogether too fully explan- 
atory. Especially do its closing words “to the Gentiles”’ 
awaken suspicion. Were catechumens ever called “Gen- 
tiles?” Was this treatise not intended for the instruction 
of Jewish candidates for baptism also? Or are catechu- 
mens not intended at all? Was the treatise meant after 
all for the instruction of already baptized Christians? On 
what principle then are they “Gentiles”? Is the book a 
veritable missionary document directed by the Jewish ele- 
ment of the church to the Gentile brethren in the effort to 
convert them, not to their common Christianity, but—to- 
its way of thinking? In any view, satisfactorily explana- 
tory as the word seems at first sight, it explains nothing 
satisfactorily and raises curious difficulties. And espec- 
ially, if, after all that Harnack has said, it stands fast that the 
first section is addressed to catechumens, as its whole con- 
tent proves, and the next section openly declares (vii. 1, 
“having first taught all this, baptize’), the phrase “to the 
Gentiles” can have no proper meaning as an original part 
of the treatise and can only be explained asa later addition 
by a writer who neglected the primary purpose of the 
treatise. But if “to the Gentiles” is not genuine, there is 
small need for the rest of the second title, and although it 
cannot be so confidently pronounced against, it appears 
best to follow the Latin in omitting it.” 


19 Compare De Muralt, Revue de Théol. et de Philos., 1884, p. 281: “‘sous- 
titre . . . ajouté plus tard”; Bonet-Maury, La Doctrine des douze Apdotres, 
Paris, 1884; Ajouté aprés coup pour rapprocher la Didaché des Constitu- 
tions; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschrift fiir wissenschaftl. Theolegie, 1885, I. p. 78, 
where we find the following:—‘‘ The essential agreement of the old wit- 
nesses confirms me in the opinion that the former title is the original one.” 
Harnack (p. 24 f.) explains on the contrary the second title, which is 
otherwise entirely unattested, as the original one, and even assigns it to 
the whole tract, taking the ἔϑνη, not of unbaptized, but of already baptized 
heathen. But we read in VII. I: ταῦτα πάντα προειπόντες βαπτίσατε κ. τ. A. 
These words are, no doubt, addressed to baptized Christians, but presup- 
pose that chapters I.—vVI. are intended for the still unbaptized (heathen). 
Thus we are to apply ‘ The Teaching of the Lord through the twelve apos- 
tles for the heathen ’—if the whole writing is to be so entitled,— in chapters 


. 
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I. 1. The insertion by the Latin version of the two 
words “zz saeculo’” (Compare also Lactantius, humanae 
vitae, Epist. div. instit. c.lix., Divin. inst. vi. 3) has decisive 
external evidence against it and no internal evidence in its 
support. It is probably only an individualism of that 
translation. Whether the Latin follows Barnabas in omit- 
ting the pia ..... wia, must remain doubtful, but in 
either case the words are supported by the decisive testi- 
mony of the Constantinople MS., the Canons, and the Con- 
stitutions. And exactly the same may be said of the omis- 
sion of μεταξύ in Barnabas and perhaps the Latin. 

Two important additions are made by the Latin and 
Barnabas in this verse which require careful considera- 
tion. After declaring that the two ways are those of life 
and death, the Latin adds in further appositional expan- 
sion: “μεῖς et tenebrarum,’ which is at once seen to be the 
parallel of what has hitherto been thought an individual- 
ism of Barnabas. The latter writer appears in his blunder- 
ing way to witness to the fact that a double description 
underlies his matter, even in xviil. 1, and more plainly still 
in xx. 1. This double reading may be, with great proba- 
bility, held to have been a part of the Barnabas-Latin sub- 
class of the Didache. The union of the Egyptian docu- 
ment — the Canons—with the whole Syrian class, however, 
in excluding the second pair of words 15 decisive evidence 
against their originality. And the internal evidence casts 
its vote in the.same direction. 

The further addition by the Latin of the words: “Jn his 


I.—VI. to unbaptized and in chapters vil.— XI. to baptized heathen; and thus 
the unity of the work is maintained at the cost of the unity of the sense of 
the expression in the title. Bryennios and Zahn (p. 286 f.) have therefore 
assigned the second title to the first part only, (chapters I.—VI.) which (they 
consider) was to be communicated to the candidates for baptism before they 
were baptized. Harnack (p. 29) objects: ‘if this were so, it would be all up 
with the integrity of the Avday7 as it lies in the MS. But are we to maintain 
the unity of this writing at every cost—even at the cost of assigning an un- 
exampled double-sense to one and the same expression in its title?” Cf. 
also p. 97; and Nov. Test. extra canonem recept., 1884. iv. p. 94. 
Vor. SII ΝΟΣ 69: 8 
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constitutt sunt Angeli duo, unus equitatis, alter iniguitatis,” 
although certainly not an individualism, and certainly 
supported by Barnabas, who has borrowed from them in 
his tell-tale blundering fashion (xvi. 1-2), and also by 
Hermas, who has quoted them almost verbatim (Mand. v1. 
2), as well as by Lactantius (See v. Gebhardt in Harnack, 
op. c. p. 285), who seems dependent on the Latin version, 
yet shares the same fate. The internal evidence is strongly 
against its genuineness, and although it is the reading of 
the whole sub-class, yet the union of the Canons with the 
Constitutions and Constantinople MS. against it is decisive. 

1.2. The individualism of the Latin version which adds 
eternum after Deum, may be set aside at once, along with 
the individualism of Barnabas, who changes τῆς ζωῆς into 
Tov φωτός in accordance with his adoption in the preced- 
ing verse of the corresponding alternative of the text that 
lay before him. In two minor readings the Constantin- 
ople MS. may possibly need correction in this chapter by 
the combined evidence of the [Canons], Constt., and Latin, 
which give us θέλεις for its θελήσῃς, and ποιήσεις for its 
ποίει. As the internal evidence is not decisive for these 
cases, however, although faintly favering the change,— 
and in order to adopt θέλεις an additional syntactical alter- 
ation would need to be made in the sentence, the correc- 
tion cannot be said to be certain. Perhaps it would be 
best to read θέλῃς (Constantinople MS. —nons by repeti- 
tion) and ποιήσεις. 

The addition to the command to love God of ἐξ ὅλης 
τῆς καρδίας σου, which the Canons and Constitutions make, 
is discredited by internal evidence of groups which repre- 
sent this combination as of small authority,—by genealog- 
ical evidence which ascribes great authority to the oppos- 
ing combination of Barnabas and the Latin version with 
the Constantinople MS. and very strongly by internal 
evidence as Krawutzcky pointed out in 1882. 

The further addition to the same command of [καὶ] δο- 
ξάσεις τόν σε χλυτρωσάμενον ἐκ θανάτου Which Barnabas and 
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the Canons make, is more plausible, though discredited 
again by the apparent collusion of these two documents, 
the genealogical strength of the opposing group (Latin, 
Constantinople MS., and Constitutions) and the balance of 
the internal evidence. The words ἀγαπήσεις and δοξάσεις 
when applied to God had a tendency to suggest each 
other, as we shall see in a subsequent passage (Didache 
iv. 1, Canons, Barn., ἀγαπήσεις > Constt. δοξάσεις). While 
we adjudge the sentence an unauthorized addition, how- 
ever, we cannot deny the possibility that it is a character- 
istic reading of the Egyptian recension which the Latin has 
passed over by accident; this is possible but not probable. 

I. 3. In this section we are faced by the most import- 
ant textual problem which meets us in the whole treatise 
on the Two Ways. The entire section from the word 
εὐλογεῖτε in this verse to and including 11. 1,15 omitted by 
the Latin version, by Barnabas, and by the Ecclesiastical 
Canons. On the other hand it is found, not only in the 
Constantinople MS., but also, though not complete, in the 
Apostolic Constitutions. The portion transcribed in the 
Constitutions carries us through the first section of 1. 5. 
Hermas, moreover, quotes from 1. 5 (Mand. ii. 4-6). Clem- 
ent of Alexandria (Frag. ex Nicetae Catena in Matt. v. 42) 
also quotes the same verse. And John Climacus (vi. saec.) 
appears to have had the same verse before him (Migne, 
vol. 8& p. 1029). The external evidence divides itself 
therefore into the whole Egyptian group versus the whole 
Syrian group supported by three patristic quotations. 
The patristic quotations are such as to witness to the 
very early —first half of the second century—and very 
widespread —Alexandria and Rome — circulation of the 
Syrian recension; but are not sufficient to determine the 
relative originality of the two classes into which the wit- 
nesses to the Didache text divide themselves. The use in 
this passage of the Syrian recension by Clement of Alex- 
andria is indeed surprising but cannot be asserted to be 
decisive. We are thrown back on internal evidence, with 
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the feeling that we need a stronger probability than the 
external evidence furnishes for either side, before we can 
decide the matter with any confidence. 

Internal evidence, however, casts its whole weight so 
clearly for omission as to leave little or no doubt in the 
matter. This was already seen by Krawutzcky in 1882, 
who declared our present section an interpolation which 
was moreover badly placed at the beginning of the discus- 
sion, where it violently breaks in upon the flow of thought, 
rather than at the end of the section on the Way of Life, 
where the disposition of the treatise might have made 
room for it. The matter has had new light thrown 
upon it since Krawutzcky wrote, not only in the great 
advance in the amount of external evidence which we 
now have in hand enabling us to see the value of the vari- 
ous supporting groups in clearer light, but also in the 
fulness and clearness of the internal evidence. The 
importance of the case will justify us in stating this some- 
what fully. 

(1) The section in question appears to be violently 
stuffed into its present place. As it stands, the command- 
ments of 1. 3-6 are enclosed between two headings. They 
follow the heading “ But of these words the teaching is 
this,” i. 3, which must.refer back to the preceding context, 
i. 2,— either, then, to the whole of it,thus promising an elabor- 
ation of both commandments of love to God andeto our 
neighbor,” or, far more naturally, to the last sentence of it, 
thus promising a negative treatment of the duties to our 
neighbor. Itcertainly cannot promisea special treatment of 
the command of love to God. Yet the heading with which 
chapter 11. opens commits its author to the theory that 
what had gone before was an elaboration of the command- 
ment of love to God, and that what isto come after isto be 
an elaboration of ‘the second commandment,” that of love 
to our neighbor. It is no doubt easy to say that the title 
of 1. 3 is the general title of all to follow, while 1. 1 is the 

0 Cf. Hilgenfeld, Zeitschrift f. wissenschaftl. Theologie 1885, I. p. 80. 
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special title of this part of it. But itis plain that 11. 1 is 
framed with reference to i. 3, and the probability is very 
strong against so formal an introduction to the “second 
commandment,” while the “first commandment”’ is left 
without any introduction at all. The objective form of 
the phrase “the teaching,” too, in this second heading, 
“The second commandment of the teaching,” suggests 
the hand of a reworker with the treatise before him, rather 
than of the original writer, who freely composed this admir- 
ably well-joined treatise in which there 15 nothing else at all 
similar to this phrase until vi. 1, after the whole discussion 
is finished. On the whole, the appearance is strong 
that the title of 1. 3 originally stood immediately before 
il. 2, which proceeds to give exactly what this title prom- 
ises,—namely, a negative elaboration of the duties that we 
owe to others; and that 1. 3-6, having been interpolated, a 
new title was needed for 11. 2, which the interpolator awk- 
wardly invented from his objective stand-point. 

(2) This appearance is strengthened by the serious 
interruption which the passage in question makes in the 
otherwise logically and admirably arranged sequence of 
thought. The title at 1.1, “But the second command- 
ment of the teaching [is this],” divides the treatise at this 
point necessarily into (a) an elaboration of the first com- 
mandment —‘“thou shalt love God who made thee,” 1. 3-6, 
and (4) an elaboration of the second commandment —‘ and 
thy neighbor as thyself,” 11.1sq. But that.the matter 
actually communicated will not run into these moulds is 
evident on the surface and is demonstrated by the difficulty, 
amounting to impossibility, of so framing any analysis of 
this part of the treatise as naturally to cover its divisions. 
Bryennios proposes two analyses, the one of which regards 
i. 3-6 as containing commandments growing out of love to 
God while ii. 1 sq. contains those which spring from love 
to our neighbor, and the other of which classes the two 
sections under the captions respectively of “ Do the good,” 
and “Abstain from evil.” Harnack defends the former 
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view and argues that the primitive conception classed such 
duties as are given in 1. 3-6 always under the rubric of 
love to God. Even were this sound, as it apparently 
is not, neither analysis is tenable. The same duties are 
treated under both heads (1. 5, and iv. 5 sq.). And -Kra- 
wutzcky’s criticisms (Tiibingen Theolog. Quartalschrift 
1884, iv. p. 560 sq.”) remain unanswered and unanswerable. 
Even if weshould persuade ourselves (which we cannot do) 
that 1. 3-6contain only duties which might justly fall under 
love to Ged, it remains true that the subsequent portion 
of the treatise (11. 1 sq.) does not confine itself to the γόζ 
assigned it by either method of division; but busies itself, not 
only with the evil that we must abstain from, but also with 
the good that we must do,—not only with the lower duties 
that man owes to man as man, but also with the higher 
duties which he is to honor God by fulfilling toward his 
fellow. This might be a small matter with another treat- 
ise; but in so carefully ordered a tractate as this, it is 
much that a section will not submit to be included in its 
orden. 

(3) Itis worth noticing, further, that our present pas- 
sage, not only thus refuses to fall into the train of thought 
of the treatise, but is repetitious of matter which is found 
in its logically appropriate place, and in repeating mars it, 
almost contradicts it, nay scarcely saves itself from con- 
tradicting itself. The positive commands to charity find 
a fit place and expression in iv. 5 sq. in the midst of the sec- 
tion that is devoted to the positive duties of the Way of 
Life, and which treats in turn of the duties to one’s self 
(11. 7-10),—to the church (iv. 1-4),—to the poor (iv. 5-8), 
—to the household (iv. 9- 11). The repetition of them at 
the beginning of the whole discussion is all the more 
startling that they find so just a place here. And that 
they are more justly set forth in iv. 5 sq. lies on the surface 
of the treatment, while the contradiction between the 
most likely meaning of the obscure i. 6 and iv. 7, or even 

*1 Cf also Hilgenfeld, Zeitschrift, etc., as above, p. 79 sq. 


1886. ] Ways,” or First Section of the Didache. 119 


i. 5, has led the best critics to question whether some 
interpolation must not be assumed here. Certainly it is 
undeniable that i. 5-6 repeat in a surprising place and in 
a less appropriate manner what is better said and better 
placed in iv. 5 sq. 

(4) It les very near to what has already been urged to 
add that the manner and style of this section differences it 
from the rest of the Two Ways. Scripture is used differ- 
ently; strange little additions are made to the quotations 
from it, such as, “for, indeed, thou canst not,” “for he is 
guiltless,” etc.; an unknown passage is adduced as Scrip- 
ture; and a general lack of clearness, both in expression 
and ordering, is observable throughout this passage such 
as meets us nowhere else. This even goes so far that to 
all appearance the Scripture source that is drawn from by 
the author of this section differs from that used by the author 
of the rest of the treatise. Elsewhere there is no reason for 
suspecting that any thing other than our Synoptic Gospels 
has been used for the evangelical quotations, while the 
Diatessaron of Tatian seems to have furnished the quota- 
tions in our present section, as any one will suspect who 
will compare the quotations of 1. 3, 4, with Tatian § 17.” 
It ts from the quotations of this section that Harnack ts led 
to doubt the direct use of our Gospels as we now have them 
by the author of the Didache. 

(5) Itis not a mere repetition of what we have already 
said, but of independent value, to observe that when this 
passage is exscinded, the ordering of the whole section of 
the Two Ways becomes strict, logical, and even beautiful ; 
so that the results obtained by omission become an argu- 
ment for the omission. Every thing, then, falls properly 
into place and the section yields the following strongly 
concatenated analysis :— 


I. Introduction to the whole section, i. 1. 
II. The Way of Life, 1. 2-1v. 14. 


2? See Harnack, p. 78.; Zahn’s Tatian’s Diatessaron, p. 133 sq. 


120 Text, Sources, and Contents of “The Two [Jan 


Introductory Statement of the Way of Life, i1. 2 

2. Negative development of its duties, 11. 2-111. 6. 

A. Negative commandments of the Way of 
Life, τι: 2-1 7. 

B. ‘What is forbidden in these commandments” 
(in the sense of the questions in the 
Westminster Catechism), 111. 1-6. 

Positive commandments of the Way of Life, 111. 
γ--ἰν. II. 

A. Duties to one’s self (personal duties of tem- 

per), 111. 7-10. 

B. Duties to the church (the church γεν: 
—the church members—the church 
unity), lv. I-4. 

Duties to the poor, iv. 5-8. 

bp. Duties to the household (parents to chil- 
dren — masters to servants— servants to 
masters), iv. 9-11. 
4. Concluding exhortations to the Way οἱ Life, 
iv. 12-14. 

Ill. The Way of Death, v. 1-2. 8 

IV. Concluding exhortations, vi. 1--3. 

(6) Transcriptional evidence is always ambiguous in a 
passage of such extent. But it must be observed that the 
absence of the passage from a whole class of documents 
forbids the special explanations which have been offered 
of its absence from individual documents. Von Geb- 
hardt’s conjecture that a leaf may have fallen out of an 
early copy, which may have perpetuated itself in this muti- 
lated form, and become the parent of the whole Egyptian 
recension, is possible but not atall likely,inas much as: 1. 
The treatise would have to begin in the middle of the 
verso page to bring this passage all on one leaf, and 2. 
This is to bring the transcriptional evidence into opposition 
to, not into harmony with, both the external and (what is 
far more important) the intrinsic. It may be safely asserted 
on the one hand, that the whole Egyptian group partake 
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of this omission by inheritance and not by accident and, 
on the other, that the insertion of the passage editor- 
ially is more easily explained than its omission editorially. 
It is not scribes’ way to omit; and the feeling that the 
ethical teaching, of the treatise fell short of the height 
demanded by the gospel may have early suggested an 
interpolation, especially as the twofold command of i. 2 
gave excuse for it. 

The internal eyidence against the passage appears to us, 
when viewed by itself, sufficient to raise very grave doubts 
as to its genuineness, and, when conjoined with the external 
evidence which has already cast it in doubt, enough to set 
aside the passage as almost beyond question spurious. It 
may be added that the quotation of the spurious words 
by Hermas and Clement of Alexandria set the age of the 
interpolated Didache for us, in the first half of the second 
century; while the apparent use of Tatian’s Diatessaron 
by it points to Syria as the place where the interpolating 
was done. 

1.2. The general order of the words in this verse 
appears to be satisfactorily transmitted in the Constanti- 
nople MS. That, at the opening, murder precedes adul- 
tery, the agreement of the Canons, Constt., and Clement 
of Alexandria, Protr. 109, establishes against the defection 
of the Latin version alone. The transposition of false 
witness from the next verse by the Latin is only a curios- 
ity of scribes’ work. Question can arise only as regards 
the order of the three prohibitions of lustful deeds. The 
Latin and the Constitutions unite with the Constantinople 
MS. in arranging them thus: adultery, paederasty, forni- 
cation. Barnabas and the Canons depart from this in 
placing paederasty last, although they disagree in the 
relative order of the other two; and Clement of Alex- 
andria, Paed. 11. 8, 9, also gives this order. This would 
have strong claims to be considered the order of the 
Egyptian recension were it not for the possibility of col- 
lusion between both Clement and the Canons with Barna- 
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bas. The defection of the Latin version is, in this state of 
the case, decisive and we follow with confidence the Con- 
stantinople MS. 

1. 5. This verse is remarkable in furnishing two clear 
cases in which the Constantinople MS. requires correction. 
That the order ψευδής od κενός should be received, the tes- 
timony of the Latin, Canons, and Constt. against the 
Constantinople MS. alone, as well as strong internal prob- 
ability, unite in demanding. The same witnesses unite in 
omitting the unnecessary and somewhat strange addition, 
ANNA μεμεστωμένος πράξει. ᾿ 

1.6. The Latin adds cupidus before mreovéxtns—against 
the decisive witness of the Canons, Constt., and Constan- 
tinople MS. The omission of οὐ λήψῃ βουλὴν πονηρὰν κατὰ 
τοῦ πλησίου σου by the Constt. alone as against Barnabas, 
the Canons, and the Constantinople MS. is of no signficance 
and the less so that the phrase is apparently hinted at in 
the Constt. themselves. 

11.7. A case of some difficulty is presented in this 
verse by the insertion of the words ods δὲ ἐλεήσεις after 
ἐλέγξεις by the Canons and their omission by the Constan- 
tinople MS. The Constitutions also omit the words but 
its testimony is of small value, since it has the passage 
only brokenly. Barnabas also is of small value here, as he 
has transmitted only the last clause and that in a changed 
form. Internally there is a balance of probabilities: on 
the one hand the words may have been dropped by homeeo- 
teleuton, ἐλεήσεις presenting a very similar mark for the 
eye to ἐλέγξεις, and on the other they may have been 
introduced from Jude 22, as Harnack suggests. On the 
whole the internal evidence tends to favor the words, and 
we venture to insert them in square brackets.” 

1.1. Two unimportant cases occur in this verse, in 
which the Constitutions range themselves against the 
decisive witness of the Canons and the Constantinople 


*3 They are inserted also by Hilgenfeld (text and Zeitschr., 1885, p. 80, 
note 1) and Zahn (Theol. Literaturblatt, 1884, no. 26). 
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MS. combined, reading κακοῦ, instead of πονηροῦ and 
αὐτῷ, instead of αὐτοῦ. 

Ill. 2. Quite an interesting textual question arises in 
the list of sins inthis verse. The MS.reads μηδὲ ζηλωτὴς μηδὲ 
ἐρισκακὸς μηδὲ θυμικός. The Constt. substitute for the last 
two μηδὲ μανικός μηδὲ θρασύς. And the Canons, as edited by 
Harnack, changes the last item into θυμώδης which is the 
reading of Mosq., while Vind. reads θυμαντικός and Ottob. 
pavixos. These readings of other MSS. of the Canons 
may have been framed under the influence of a reminis- 
cence of the Constitutions. But onthe other hand they 
may preserve a reminiscence of the original text of the 
Canons and would thus hint at the presence in it of 
pavixos. The value of the combination of the Canons and 
Constitutions is shown by internal evidence of groups to 
be so small, however, that in any case it will be best to 
follow the reading of the MS. 

We follow, without hesitation, the MS. also in retaining 
in this verse ἁπάντων and the plural form φόνοι γεννῶνται 
against the Canons. The parallelism of the other verses 
demands them,—although the testimony changes sides 
curiously at 111. 4. 

1. 3. In this verse also we follow the MS. throughout 
although the other witnesses present some noteworthy 
variations from it. The Canons, for instance, divide the 
verse into two, repeating the τέκνον, μὴ γίνου instead of 
μηδὲ before αἰσχρολόγος : while the Constitutions omit the 
first half altogether—and transfer the second part to a 
place after ii. 4. The parallelism of the verses, and the 
parallelism of this section with the preceding one, 11. 2-7, 
thoroughly justify the form of the MS. The same paral- 
lelism vindicates the genuineness of ἁπάντων although the 
Constitutions unite with the Canons in omitting it here. 
The Canons stand alone again in reading the singular for 
μοιχεῖαι γεννῶνται Of the MS. and the Constitutions. And 
the explanatory ῥιψόφθαλμος of the Constitutions is set aside 
by the strong combination of the MS. and the Canons for 
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ὑψηλόφθαλμος, which is supported also by internal prob- 
ability. 

ul. 4. The reading of the Canons ἰδεῖν μηδὲ ἀκούειν may 
be confidently declared a later strengthening of the simple 
βλέπειν of the MS. On the other hand we adopt here on 
internal grounds (parallelism) the plural reading of the 
Canons, εἰδολολατρίαι γεννῶνται instead of the singular of 
the MS. 

ΠῚ 5. We retain the μου of the MS. (Canons omitting) 
to satisfy the parallelism. The preposition before τὴν Kro- . 
mv is Curiously variously transmitted: the MS. gives εἰς, 
the Canons ἐπί, and Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 1. 20) 
πρός. Some variation also appears in some of the paral- 
lels: in 111. 2, the MS. reads πρός, which is supported by 
the Canons; in iii. 3, again both read mpos; in iil 4, the 
MS. and Canons read εἰς, and the Constt. πρός ; in 111. 5, 
here, the MS. εἰς, the Canons ἐπί, and Clement πρός ; in 111. 
6, the MS. reads εἰς, and the Canons and Constt. πρός. In 
every instance some witness or other gives us πρός. This 
seems certainly the true reading in 2 and 3; whereas εἰς 15 
best supported in 4, and the other two cases are doubtful. 
Transcriptional evidence is ambiguous: either πρός was 
everywhere the original reading and the variants have 
arisen from the accidental substitution of a synonym, or 
εἰς was original in the last three cases and has been mech- 
anically assimilated to the previous πρός. The latter is 
somewhat most likely; and we propose to edit πρός in 11]. 
2, 3, and εἰς in iv. 6, with an alternative πρός in the margin. 

ui. 6. Again we follow the MS. throughout :—rejecting 
the reading of the Canons both in its omission of μου, and 
its substitution of ἄγει for ὁδηγεῖ. 

ut. 7. We follow the MS. again and the moreso that it 
is supported by the Constitutions in both cases, where the 
Canons read variants. Internal evidence thoroughly sup- 
ports it also in one of the cases: viz., γῆν for βασιλείαν τῶν 
οὐρανῶν; but is ambiguous in the other, viz., of before 
πραεῖς. 
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111. 8. The MS. is here also to be followed, both in its 
insertion of the καί 5, and in its rejection of certain words; 
both against the Canons. 

111.9. The combination of the MS., Barnabas, and the 
Constitutions for τῇ ψυχῆ far outweighs the Canons (τῆν 
ψυχήν). | 

The Canons (cf. edition of Harnack) apparently lacked 
the phrase “θράσος. Οὐ κολληθήσεται ἡ ψυχή cov” (omitted 
by homeeoteleuton?) although it appears in Ottob., in a 
form which could scarcely be drawn from Barnabas. 
Whether we are to read it as it appears in the MS., or as 
Barnabas gives it: οὐδὲ κολληθήσῃ ἐκ ψυχῆς cov (omitting 
@pacos),and as it is repeated in the Canons (Ottob.),is hard to 
determine. Perhaps the conjunction of Barnabas and the 
Canons in a reading in which they do not seem in collusion 
will determine us to accept οὐδὲ κολληθήσῃ instead of οὐ κολ- 
ληθήσεται. This appears best whether we judge the read- 
ing of Ottob. to be a survival of the original reading of 
the Canons, or subsequently introduced from the Didache; 
in either case it is an independent witness to the Didache. 

The order δικαίων καὶ ταπεινῶν is established by the MS. 
and Canons, against Barnabas. 

i. 10. We follow the MS. throughout here; in the 
omission of δέ (against Canons), the reading coz (with Can- 
ons and Constt., against Barnabas’ cov), and the reading 
atep (with Canons, against Barnabas’ ἄνευ). 

Iv. 1. We retain as probably genuine the τέκνον μου of 
the MS. against the Canons, which omit μου; and in like 
manner omit τόν (Canons) before κύριον, with the MS.; and 
retain the last clause as given in the MS. and the Can- 
ons against the the omission of Barnabas (?) and the alter- 
ation of the Constitutions. 

It is more difficult to settle the complicated reading 
that affects the whole first part of the verse. It may be 
considered in three separate parts. (1) Ought we to insert 
another verb before μνηθήσῃ, dividing the sentence into 
two clauses? (2) Shall we insert a further qualifying 
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phrase? and (3) are we to insert another objective clause ? 
The MS. reads simply: τοῦ λαλοῦντός σοι TOV λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ 
μνηθήσῃ νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας. Inthe Canons this is expanded 
into the following long sentence, in which the figures 
mark the parts affected by the above questions: τὸν λαλ- 
οῦντά σοι TOV λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ (3) καὶ παραίτιόν σοι γινόμενον τῆς 
ζωῆς, καὶ δόντα σοι τὴν ἐν κυρίῳ σφραγίδα (1) ἀγαπήσεις (2) 
ὡς κόρην ὀφθαλμοῦ σου,μνησθήσῃ δὲ αὐτοῦ νύκτα καὶ ἡμέραν. 
Taking up the three questions in their order, we observe:— 

(1) The insertion of a new verb is supported by Barn- 
abas [and the Constitutions]. Barnabas reads: ἀγαπήσεις 
ὡς κόρην τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σου πάντα τὸν λαλοῦντά σοι τὸν λόγον 
τοῦ κυρίου: μνησθήσῃ ἡμέραν κρίσεως ἡμέρας καὶ νυκτὸς. His 
blundering genius is here very apparent. Πάντα appears 
to be a strengthening addition. ‘Hyépav κρίσεως seems 
only a confusion of ἡμέραν καὶ vixta,— nearly the form of 
adverb used by the Canons; so that Barnabas conflates the 
adverbial expressions of the Constantinople MS. and the 
Canons. Itis clear that the Canons cannot have copied 
their statement from Barnabas, but it is not so clear that 
they may not have altered the Didache as it lay before 
them into closer accord with Barnabas.- The union of 
Barnabas with the Canonsis, therefore, here, as elsewhere, 
suspicious, and we dare not plead the pair as more than 
one witness. The Constitutions also, however, insert an 
additional verb, though no longer ἀγαπήσεις, but δοξάσεις ; 
yet in so doing they support Barnabas and the Canons in 
the main point. Internally, the addition is faintly probable, 
and of the two verbs δοξάσεις is intrinsically the superior 
reading. It is not difficult to account for the falling out 
of a single word in the Constantinople MS. or for the sub- 
sequent adjustment of the syntax by changing the accusa- 
tive into the genitive. On the whole, then, it appears 
best to insert here δοξάσεις, with adjustment of the syntax. 

(2) The support (Barnabas and Canons) of the qualify- 
ing phrase ὡς κόρην ὀφθαλμοῦ σου is genealogically and by 
internal evidence of groups too suspicious to detain us 
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long, especially in the face of internal objections; and so 
we confidently reject this insertion. 

(3) The second half of the objective clause inserted by 
the Canons, from καὶ δόντα to σφραγίδα inclusive has no 
claim whatever on our acceptance, external or internal. 
The former portion, however, may possibly be echoed in 
the Constitutions a little later in the words: οὐχ ὡς yevéoe- 
ὡς αἴτιον, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς τοῦ εὖ εἶναί σοι πρόξενον γινόμενον, from 
which it might be inferred that the author of the Constt. 
had some such sentence as that which the Canons trans- 
mit before him and tried to guard it from misunderstand- 
ing. Although the combination of the Canons and Constt. 
is discredited by internal evidence of groups, this seems 
to be due to the number of petty cases of accidental union 
between them. Our present case is essentially different 
from them and we cannot help suspecting that we have 
here a genuine transmission from the common original on 
which the two works rest. It may be best to put it into 
the margin as a possible addition. But if we so conclude 
we are immediately faced by two difficulties—concerning 
the exact form in which to cast the addition, and the exact 
place into which to insert it. The form given in the Can- 
ons 15 the most original one transmitted to us, and we can- 
not do better than adopt it. We have the choice of insert- 
ing it as an appositional accusative to τὸν λαλοῦντα (follow- 
ing the Canons) or immediately after δοξάσεις connecting 
it with μνηθήσῃ. The latter is the more attractive dispo- 
sition, but will be judged by many too conjectural. 

Iv. 2. In.this verse we read δέ with the MS. and Can- 
ons, against Barnabas (καί); καθ᾽ ἡμέραν without ἑκάστην 
with the MS. Canons, and Constitutions, against Barnabas ; 
τῶν ἁγίων with the MS., Barn., and Constt., against the 
confused reading of the Canons; and πρόσωπα with Barn- 
abas and the MS., against the Canons and Constt. (—or). 
Whether we are to accept the form ἐπαναπαῆῇς (the 
Constantinople MS.) with Harnack and Huilgenfeld, or 
correct it into ἐπαναπαύῃ (Constt.) with Bryennios, Spence, 
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Sabatier, etc., or into ἐπαναπαύσῃ (Canons) can scarcely be 
confidently decided. The correctness of the last words of 
the verse as given in the MS. is vouched for by the Constt. 
and Canons; Barnabas, however, adds an idea of labor and 
of saving the soul thereby which has left traces also in the 
Canons. 

Iv. 3. Very clearly the MS. reading vo@jces in this 
verse is wrong and should be supplanted by ποιήσεις 
(Barnabas, Canons, Constt.). The MS. σχίσμα, supported 
by Barnabas, is on both external and internal grounds 
superior to the σχίσματα of the Canons and Constt. Barn- 
abas and Canons insert unnecessarily a τινά after ἐχέγξαι, 
against the MS.and Constt. Decision is difficult here, 
though apparently the MS. has the best claim to be fol- 
lowed. 

Iv. 4. The addition of ἐν προσευχῇ by the Canons and 
Constitutions to this enigmatical verse, besides being dis- 
credited by the character of that combination, is con- 
demned by its self-evident explanatory purpose. The 
parallelism with the preceding verses as well as the excel- 
lent character of the supporting group (MS. and Barnabas) 
establishes the future διψυχήσεις against.the διψυχήσῃς of 
the Canons and the γίνου δίψυχος of the Constitutions. 
The negative varies in the documents from μή (Constt. 
Canons) and ov in the MS. to the plainly strengthened ov 
μή in Barnabas; we follow the MS.™ 

Iv.5. Here we can, without hesitation, adopt the MS. 
τα πο. τῶ WELPAS (oe a) GAs συσπῶν, supported as it is by 
Barnabas and the Canons, against the τὴν χεῖρα... . -- 
συστέλλων of the Constitutions. 

Iv. 6. The Constantinople MS. presents in this verse 
two omissions, one of which—rov before duapti@v,—we can 
easily adopt without discussion, but in the other of which 
we judge it to be in error. Supported by the Canons, it 
reads: “If thou have, through thy hands thou shalt 


*4 Cf. Zahn’s Supplementum Clementinum, p. 315, and Hermas as there 
quoted. 
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give thy sins’ ransoming.” The Constitutions, instead of 
this, reads: “If thou have, through thy hands give, in 
order that thou mayest work out thy sins’ ransoming.” 
And Barnabas (xix. 10): “Through thy hands thou shalt 
work unto thy sins’ ransom” (Avtpov). Now, if it is estab- 
lished, as seems to be done, that the Constitutions and 
Barnabas are independent, this addition deserves the deep- 
est attention; it cannot be by accident that they agree in 
inserting ἐργάσῃ eis before the “ ransoming (ransom) of thy 
sins.” Apparently, then, the Constitutions have preserved 
for us here the true text and are to be followed. We pro- 
pose to insert—at least in brackets—a ἐργάσῃ εἰς 
between δώσεις and λύτρωσιν. Otherwise we should have 
to count the Constt. a conflation of Barnabas and the Con- 
stantinople MS.” 

Iv. 7. External evidence supported by intrinsic consid- 
erations decides in this verse for γάρ (MS., Canons, Constt.) 
against δέ (Barn.); ὁ (Barn., Canons., Constt.) against ἡ 
(MS.); and ἐστιν (MS., Canons., Constt.) against its omission 

by Barn. The πτωχῷ of the Const. is manifestly an explan- 
-atory addition. 

Iv. 8. We retain, though with some doubt, the τόν 
before ἐνδεόμενον, with the MS., but against Canons and 
Constt. For the rest of the verse we follow the MS. 
although there are several minor variations, the only 
one of importance being the omission of the συγ-- 
in συγκοινωνήσεις by Barnabas and the Constitutions,—a 
combination strong enough to throw doubt upon it. The 
rest are such as ἐν πᾶσιν Barn., εἰς πάντα Constt., for πάντα; 
the interpretation πλησίον (Barn.) for ἀδελφός, and φθαρτοῖς 
(Barn.) for θηντοῖς. 

Iv.9. The Ecclesiastical Canons fail at this point, tak- 
ing from us one of our most important witnesses and leav- 
ing the whole Egyptian class to be represented by the 
sporadic and bungling excerpts of Barnabas alone. For- 

5. Cf. J. R. Harris as quoted in the N. Y. Independent, Sept. 24, 1885, 
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tunately Barnabas quotes from every succeeding verse of 
the chapter and this is of value as against Krawutzcky’s 
efforts to prove the spuriousness of iv. 9-14." That they 
are contained in Barnabas on the one side and the Con- 
stantinople MS. and the Constitutions on the other side is 
decisive for their genuineness on any other theory of the 
relations of the documents than that which Krawutzcky, 
and Krawutzcky alone, has adopted. His theory supposes 
that Barnabas is the original writing, and that in order to 
logically arrange and doctrinally correct what he had so 
wildly brought together in these last chapters of his epistle, 
the Two Ways was written early inthe second century. All 
the other documents (including the Didache) came from this 
and it isthis they represent. Even on this theory it is un- 
natural to suppose that two out of the three witnessing doc- 
uments should have borrowed from Barnabas just the same 
supplements, and hence Krawutzcky is driven to make the 
Constitutions a secondary witness even to the Two Ways, 
drawing itself directly from the Didache. The internal evi- 
dence on which Krawutzcky relies against this section is as 
weak as the external, and turns wholly on his failure to 
grasp the train of thought in this part df the treatise. When 
we once see the principle of arrangement which apparently 
governed the writer himself, this portion of the chapter 
becomes not only a natural, but even a necessary, part of 
the treatise. Why the Canons desert their model here is 
another matter and of no great importance to us in the criti- 
cism of the Didache: for this purpose we only need to 
know that they did not stop here because the matter 
before them stopped. And this appears to be proved by 
the borrowing of the Canons in c. 12 from Didache, x. 3, 
xlil. 1, 2, thus showing that much more of the Didache 
was before the author than he chose to borrow:. cf. also 
c. 15, and Harnack’s notes 34 and 35, pp. 210, 211. 

This verse presents some readings in which Barnabas 
opposes itself to the Constantinople MS. and the Constt. 

°6 Tiibingen Theolog. Quartalschrift, 1884. IV. p. 559 sq. 
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combined, as follows: οὐκ (Constantinople MS. and Constt.) 
against οὐ μή (Barn.), which is a manifest alteration for 
emphasis; ἀρεῖς (MS., Constt.) against ἄρῃς (Barn.) where 
again the internal evidence decides for the former ; νεότη- 
tos (MS. Constt.), against τῆς νεότητος (Barn.); τὸν φόβον 
(MS. Constt.), against φόβον (Barn.). Although with doubt 
in the two latter cases, we follow the MS. in all four 
instances. When the Constt., standing alone, inserts 
αὐτοῦς after διδάξεις, while its omission by the MS. is sup- 
ported also by Barnabas, it is the easier to decide in favor 
of the MS. that the external group is in this case a strong 
one and the internal evidence not ambiguous. 

Iv. 10. In this verse we reject the strengthened οὐ μή 
of Barn. in favor of the simple οὐκ of the MS. and the 
Constt.; accept on internal support the cov which Barna- 
bas (against the MS. and Constt.) inserts after παιδίσκῃ; 
adopt the order of words of the MS. and Constt. against 
Barnabas; adopt the simple negative οὐ of Barnabas 
against the οὐ μή of the MS., and the φοβηθήσονται of the 
MS. against the φοβηθῶσι of Barnabas; and reject the 
πεποιθόσιν of the Constt. in favor of the ἐλπίζουσιν of the 
MS. and Barnabas. 

A more important and difficult variation occurs in the 
last clause— where also the Constt. deserts us and we 
must decide between ov yap ἔρχεται read by the MS. and 
ὅτι ἦλθεν οὐ by Barnabas. We must frankly confess that 
the latter reading appears to us internally very much the 
preferable one: and yet ina conflict between a MS. and 
so freely worked over a transmission as Barnabas gives 
us, we dare not follow the latter in so important a case. 
We content ourselves with placing, therefore, what seems 
intrinsically the better reading in the margin. 

Iv. 11. The δοῦλον and ὑμῶν at the opening of this 
verse seem to be properly corrected by most of the 
editors into of δοῦλοι and ἡμῶν from Constt. The omission 
of τοῖς and ὑμῶν (ἡμῶν) by Barnabas seems an individual- 
ism that may be justly neglected. Each of the three wit- 
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nesses gives a different form to the verb, but that given 
by the MS. appears most likely, from the forms used in 
the neighboring verses, to have been the original one. The 
combination, MS. + Barn., is enough to settle the read- 
ings ὡς τύπῳ (Constt. τυποῖς) and αἰσχύνῃ (Constt. προσοχῇ). 

ΙΝ. 12. We venture to follow the MS. here, although 
Barnabas and the Constt. insert a verb, though diversely, 
apparently betraying independent correction by them. 

Iv. 13. It cannot be seriously questioned that the re- 
peated παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ in this verse is an insertion of the 
Constt. (omit: MS., Barn.). 

Ive 17. dhe eae ἐν ἐκκλησίᾳ, With which hie verse 
opens in the Constantinople MS., are omitted by both 
Barnabas and the Constt. Barnabas merely says: ‘Thou 
shalt confess thy sinfulness:” the Constt.: ‘“Thou shalt 
confess to the Lord thy God, thy sins.”” Either the Constt. 
are a direct correction of the Didache (which, indeed, is 
not per se unlikely), or the original Didache lacked the 
words ἐν ἐκκλησίᾳ. The latter seems to be most probable; 
and the internal evidence — for there is nothing apparent 
in the context to justify the emphatic prepositing of ἐν 
ἐκκλησίᾳ- appears to support it. We relegate the words, 
therefore, to the margin. 

The word for “sins” differs in each witness: we adopt 
Ta ἁμαρτήματά σου of the Constt. supported in part by 
Barnabas. The same evidence more directly given, makes 
καί Suspicious. The internal evidence supports the προς- 
ἐλεύσῃ (MS. Constt.) against Barnabas’s προςήξεις; while, 
on the other hand, the variation of the Constt. in the ‘last 
words of the discussion by which they are transmuted 
into ἡμέρα πονηρίας cov is plainly explanatory, and we 
follow the MS. and Barnabas. It goes without saying 
that τῆς ζωῆς of the colophon, supported by the MS. and 
the Constt., has higher claims to genuineness than Barna- 
bas’s τοῦ φωτός. 

v.1. On the opening words of the Way of Death, 
Krawutzcky (Tiibingen Theolog. Quartalschrift, 1884, Iv. 
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p- 565) may be profitably consulted. His doubt whether 
the Constitutions may not give the original form rests on 
his underestimate of the union of Barnabas and the Con- 
stantinople MS., which is here not precise, indeed, but in 
the main opposes the Constitutions. The alteration by 
Barnabas of tod θανάτου into τοῦ μέλανος ranks with his 
characteristic forms elsewhere. Possibly the omission of 
αὕτη ....éotw may be explained by accident due to home- 
oteleuton: the sentence thus resulting needed one word’s 
insertion, and thus we get Barnabas’s σκολιά instead of 
πονηρά. 

The list of sins which follows, contains in this verse, as 
given in the Constantinople MS., twenty-two items. Every 
one of these is witnessed by the Constitutions also— 
although ἐπιθυμίαι is further explained by the adjective 
παράνομοι, and ὕψος takes the form ὑψηλοφροσύνη. Besides 
these the Constitutions add two, ἐπιορκίαι, which is given 
the third place, and ἀφοβία, which closes the list, thus 
increased to twenty-four items. Barnabas contains seven- 
teen items, of which fifteen appear also in both the other 
witnesses, and two are added,— zrapaBacrs in the middle, 
and ἀφοβία θεοῦ at the end, the last of which agrees with 
the final term of the Constitutions’ list. Hermas, in Man- 
date viii. 3-5, plainly presents reminiscences of this pass- 
age, and in his list of sins includes eight (ten) that are 
found in our documents, grouped just sufficiently together 
to make connection with our passage certain: it is worth 
remarking that of these eight words five (πορνεία, ὑπόκρι- 
σις, Ψευδομαρτυρία, ἐπιθυμία, ἀλαζονεία) are lacking in Bar- 
nabas. The type of the Didache used by Hermas seems 
to have been intermediate between the Egyptian and 
Syrian types, and included both the angel clause peculiar 
to the one (Didache i. 1 = Hermas, Mand. vi. 2) and the 
alms-giving clause peculiar to the other (Didache i. 
5 = Hermas, Mandate i. 4,6). Its witness, here, conse- 
quently adds less than could be wished to the testimony 
of the Constantinople MS. and the Constitutions. 
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The order in which these sins are arranged agrees per- 
fectly in the MS. and the Constt., with these trivial excep- 
tions: the third and fourth items (ἐπιθυμίαι, πορνεῖαι) in 
the MS. are transposed in the Constt. and the additional 
word ἐπιορκίαν interposed between them. On the other 
hand, Barnabas presents an utterly different order. If we 
number the items in the MS., the different orders may be 
represented to the eye thus :— 

Constt.o 1, 2} A, ἐπιορκίαν; 3(3);75;.0, 73.09.09): 1Opaligu lees 
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, (21, ὑψηλοφροσύνη), 22, ἀφοβία. 

Barn.: ©, 20, 21, 11, 12, 2, 0, Ὁ, 14, mapaPacs, 13; ΠΡ ΤΣ 
ὃ, 7, 17, ἀφοβία θεοῦ. ' 

So far as Hermas gives the same words, they stand in 
him; 2344, τὴν τὰν (15) ,i(24), BOTs a2. 

Another difference in form is found in the fact that 
Barnabas throughout uses the singular number, in which, 
indeed, Hermas agrees with him, while the MS. and 
Constt. use the plural for the former moiety and the sin- 
gular for the second part,— the MS. giving eleven plural 
names (down to and including ὑποκρίσεις) and eleven sin- 
gular ones; and the Constitutions thirteen plural names 
down to and including dvrAoxapdiac = No. 12 in the MS. 
list) and eleven singular ones. 

Internal considerations give us great confidence in the 
general trustworthiness of the text— both in its contents 
and order—as transmitted in the MS. and Constt. Bar- 
nabas here is confusion worse confounded. On the other 
hand, the other documents not only present an arrange- 
ment that can be traced, but one which was demonstrably 
the natural order for the author of this document. We 
have in Didache 111. 2 sq. a formal arrangement of sins in 
which they take this order: (1) murder, (2) sins of lust, (3) 
idolatries, including witchcraft, (4) thefts, including sins 
of pride, (5) blasphemies, including sins of the tongue 
and temper. The list in 11. 2 sq. takes essentially the same 
order: (4) murder, (4) lusts, (c) thefts, (7) magic, (e) child- 
murder, (72) coveting, (g) sins of speech. Now, in our 


1886. ] Ways,” or First Section of the Didache. 135 


present list we have (1) murders, (2) adulteries, lusts, for- 
nications, (3) thefts, (4) idolatries, witchcrafts, sorceries,— 
[robberies],— (5) false witnesses, hypocrisies, (double- 
heartedness). At this point the plurals break off and the 
list takes a new beginning. It cannot be accidental that 
the order is exactly that of 111. 2 sq. with the one differ- 
ence of transposing thefts and idolatries,—a transposition 
which is supported by 11. 2 on the one hand, and not to be 
thought doubtful, on the other, on account of the ‘“rob- 
beries” which come later. (See later p. 145.) The conjecture 
lies very close that “thefts” here originally occupied the 
eighth place, and has been transposed to the fifth under 
the influence of 11. 2 and the reminiscences—fresh in 
every scribe’s mind —of the ten commandments (Ex. xx. 
13; Deut. v. 17), as well as of our Lord’s words in Matt. 
xix. 18, and the best MSS. of Mark x. 18. But the agree- 
ment of the order, as it stands in the MS., with that of 11. is 
sufficient to compel us to reject even so specious a con- 
jecture. The insertion of ἐπιορκίαν by the Constt. is also 
discredited by the parallelism ;” but the parallelism appar- 
ently throws its weight for the plural form of διπλοκαρδίαι. 
The last ten (eleven) names —from δόλος to ἀλαζονεία 
(ἀφοβία [@eod])—have too close a relation to 11. 5 sq. to 
remain doubtful. As there, so here they follow upon and 
are attached to sins of speech, and include (1) guile, 11. 
5 = δόλος, (2) pride and covetousness, 11. 6 = ὑπερηφανία 
. ἀλαζονεία. We confidently adopt this list also, then, 
and in the order in which the MS. gives it. Even ὕψος 
(Barnabas? and MS.) is preferable to the ὑψηλοφροσύνη of 
the Constt. At the end, however, the testimony of Bar- 
nabas and the Constt. induce us to insert a final term, 
ἀφοβία [θεοῦ], which stands as the final term in both wit- 
nesses, and could scarcely have been added independently. 
It is the climax, here, just as the next list ends climacti- 
cally in πανθαμάρτητοι. And in this aspect of it, it looks as 


"7 Tf it be genuine it should stand just before the tenth name. It is 
probably, however, inserted to accord with 11. 3. 
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if we should probably retain also the θεοῦ which Barnabas 
alone transmits. 

v. 2. In this section of the sin-list, the MS. gives us 
nineteen items, and the Constt. supports it throughout,— 
apart from some minor points of detail. Here, too, we 
have the general support of Barnabas, which was lacking 
to us in the previous verse, and the presence of which 
gives us an attesting group of great strength. Barnabas 
agrees with the MS. exactly in the first five items, with the 
exception that he inserts τῶν before ἀγαθῶν in the first. 
Between the fifth and sixth he inserts χήρᾳ καὶ ὀρφανῷ ov 
προσέχοντες, Which is so plainly a further explanation of 
the previous sentence, “not cleaving to that which is good 
nor to righteous judgment,” that it may be rejected out 
οἱ hand. The slight changes which he introduces in the 
sixth and seventh items are opposed by internal evidence. 
The eighth, ninth, tenth, and eleventh, he supports ex- 
actly. Between the eleventh and twelfth he inserts 
εὐχερεῖς ἐπὶ καταλαλιᾷ, Which apparently is condemned by 
its unfitness for this context. After this he supports the 
MS. to the end. The support of Barnabas in this detailed 
way suffices, not only to establish the general list as in the 
MS., but also its details even when the Constitutions 
desert it. 

vi. 1. The sixth chapter of the Didache fails in Barna- 
bas, except a trace, perhaps, of verse 2 in xix. 8, ὅσον 
δύνασαι ὑπὲρ τῆς ψυχῆς σου ἁγνεῦσεις, Which is the more 
gratefully received because it is just this verse that is 
passed over by the Constitutions. The Constantinople 
MS., therefore, and the Constitutions are our sole wit- 
nesses to this chapter. This ought not to throw its gen- 
uineness into doubt, but it prevents us from placing 
implicit confidence in the details of the text. The Con- 
stitutions contain the first clause of verse 1, and imply 
some thing like the second clause; and so quote from 
verse 3 as to imply the whole of it. What concerns 
details :—1in verse 1: 
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Instead of ἀπὸ ταύτης τῆς ὁδοῦ τῆς διδαχής of the MS., 
the Constitutions reads ἀπὸ τῆς εὐσεβείας. The internal 
evidence is ambiguous: on the one hand, the statement of 
the MS. appears rather objective; on the other, it appears 
likely that “from this way” stood in the original docu- 
ment. We cannot do better than to follow doubtfully 
the MS. 

vi. 3. The simple φεύγετε (φεῦγε) of the Constitutions 
has a more primitive flavor than the strong λίαν πρόσεχε 
of the MS. But, again, material for confident decision is 
wanting. 


Reviewing this examination, we obtain the following 
list of changes, which, it appears, we should probably 
introduce into the text of the Constantinople MS., viz.: 

Title: bracket τῶν and omit δώδεκα; omit second title. 

I. 2. θέλῃς for θελήσης; ποιήσεις for ποίει. 

I. 3. Omit from εὐλογεῖτε to 11. 1, inclusive. 

1. 5. Reverse the order ψευδής, οὐ κενός; Omit ἀλλὰ 
μεμεστωμένος πράξει. 

1. 7. Insert [ods δὲ ἐλεήσεις] after ἐλέγξεις. 

Ill. 4. εἰδολοχλατρίαι γεννῶνται; place πρός in the mar- 
gin opposite εἰς. 

ll. 5. Place πρός in the margin opposite εἰς. 

IIL. 9. οὐδὲ κολληθήσῃ ἐκ ψυχῆς σου with οὐ κολληθήσεται 
ἡ ψυχῆ σου in the margin. 

IV. I. τὸν λαλοῦντά σοι instead οἱ τοῦ λαλοῦντός σοι, With 
the latter in the margin; insert δοξάσεις after θεοῦ with 
omit opposite it'in the margin; place “Add [καὶ παραίτιόν 
σοι γινόμενον τῆς Cwhs|” in the margin opposite θεοῦ; add 
δὲ αὐτοῦ after μνησθήσῃ with “omzt” opposite them in the 
margin. 

Iv. 2. Place ἐπαναπαύῃ in margin opposite to —rrajs. 

IV. 3. ποιήσεις instead of ποθήσεις. 

Iv. 6. Insert between δώσεις and λύτρωσιν the words [iva 
ἐργάσῃ εἰς]. 

Iv. 7. ὁ instead of 7. 
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Iv. ὃ. Place opposite τόν before ἐνδεόμενον, “omit” in the 
the marpin; place opposite habits the word κοι- 
νωνήσεις in the margin. 

Iv. 9. Add τῆς in the margin δέτε: νεότητος and place 
omit in the margin opposite the τόν before φόβον. 

Iv. 10. Insert [σου] after παιδίσκῃ; bracket μή; place 
ὅτι ἦλθεν ov in the margin opposite οὐ yap ἔρχεται. 

Iv. 11. Add οἱ before δοῦλοι; ὑμῶν for ἡμῶν. 

Iv. 14. Transfer ἐν ἐκκλησίᾳ to the margin; ἁμαρτήματα 
instead of παραπτώματα, with the latter in the margin; 
bracket καί. 

v. 1. Add at end, ἀφοβία [θεοῦ]. 

VI. 3. φεῦγε with λίαν πρόσεχε in Margin. 

The result of such an examination of the text as we 
have made is certainly, first of all, to give us an increased 
confidence in the general purity of its transmission in the 
Constantinople MS. .If we may venture to adopt the 
corrections of that MS. which it suggests, we have gained, 
further, a purer text on which to found our study of the 
contents and relations of the work. Feeling the ground 
grow thus firmer beneath our feet, it becomes possible to 
discuss with some satisfaction such problems as the fol- 
lowing: The sources and composition of the treatise; the 
disposition of its matter; its theological and ethical teach- 
ing; the history of its use and abuse in the church; and 
many others which inevitably start themselves in the mind 
of the student. Sheer lack of space will compel us to 
postpone most of these pressing questions to a future 
occasion. Let it be only said that a beginning has been 
made by Krawutzcky”™ of a thorough study of the use 
made of the Two Ways by the Canons and Constitutions ; 
Zahn may be profitably consulted on the use made of it 
by Barnabas; Harnack’s remarks on the Canons and Con- 
stitutions deserve consultation; and now Professor J. R. 
Harris has given us some insight into its use by the Sibyl- 
line Oracles. For the rest, we must confine ourselves to 

*8 Tiibingen Theolog. Quartalschrift, 1882. 
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the two subjects of the composition of the treatise and its 
doctrinal and ethical teaching. 


THE COMPOSITION OF THE TWO WAYS. 


If the original title of the treatise can be attributed to 
its author, he appears to have undertaken his work with 
Acts i. 42, “And they continued steadfastly in the teach- 
ing of the apostles” (τῇ διδαχῇ τῶν ἀποστόλων), in mind. 
At all events, he laid out his treatise on the lines of the 
Christian commonplace of the two ways, with conscious 
reference, no doubt, to the Scriptures, though, perhaps, 
not to any one definite passage. Jer. xxi. 8, “ Behold, I 
have given before your face τὴν ὁδὸν τῆς ζωῆς Kal τοῦ 
θανάτου, may have been most sharply present in his mind. 
But the conception is spread over the face of the Script- 
ures, old and new, and is found in strikingly similar forms 
in Deuteronomy (xxx. 15),and Baruch (ii. 1),andin Matthew 
(vii. 13), and 2 Peter (ii. 2), alike. The constant use of the 
simple word “The Way” in the Book of Acts (cf. 11: 28; 
ime? MV) 27; RVG) DH RIX. Ὁ. 23} KX. Ἢ; “XXIV. 12, 22; 
also 1 Cor. iv. 17; xl. 31; Heb. x. 20) as a synonym of the 
Christian life, shows it already figuring as a sort of Chris- 
tian “slang,” if we may be pardoned the word. Clement 
of Alexandria (Strom. v. 5) is thoroughly justified in 
declaring: δύο ὁδοὺς ὑποτεθεμένου τοῦ εὐαγγελίου, Kal τῶν 
ἀποστόλων, ὁμοίως τοῖς προφήταις ἅπασι. And on this very 
account it is difficult to trace the phrase back to any one 
definite passage in the case of our author, just as it is in 
the cases of the Testt. XII. Patriarchs, Aser. 1 (Sinker, p. 
183), or the writer in the Talmud, Berachoth 28 b.; both 
of which appear as independent of our Teaching as Dr. 
Charles Hodge’s “ Way of Life” or The Letters from Hell, 
p- 2: “It was true, awfully true, that I had not followed 
the way of life, but the paths of death since the days even 
of childhood.” 

In accordance with the obvious indications of this con- 
ception, our author divides his treatise into two parts, the 
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former and larger portion (i. 2—1v.) treating of the Way 
of Life, and the latter (v.) of the Way of Death, the whole 
closing (vi.) with some broad, concluding exhortations. 
In making his disposition of the matter to be included 
under the former of these two great divisions, it seems to 
be evident that the author was working under the influ- | 
ence of a strong reminiscence of either our Gospel of 
Matthew or some thing with much the same contents. In 
Matt. xxii. 35-40 all the commandments are summed 
up in the two of love to God and love to our neigh- 
bor. In Matt. vil. 12 the Golden Rule is brought into 
close connection with the two ways. In Matt. xix. 
17 sq.j it 185 ‘declared to “the “young “man that) 1 ae 
would enter into hfe he should keep the commandments, 
which are specified as: “Thou shalt not kill; Thou 
shalt not commit adultery; Thou shalt not steal; Thou 
shalt not bear false witness; Honor thy father and thy 
mother; Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself;.... If 
thou wouldst be perfect, go, sell that thou hast and give 
to the poor.” In ‘lke manner, the author of our tractate 
declares that the way of life consists in keeping the two 
commandments of love to God and our neighbor,—in 
avoiding all that is forbidden by the golden rule, which is 
(1. 2) analyzed at once into the commandments of the 
second table of the decalogue. The collocation of these | 
three things: the ways of life and death, the golden rule, 
and the decalogue, very strongly recalls the words of 
Jesus recorded in Matthew. So that the disposition of 
the treatise itself gives us very real grounds for assuming 
that it depends on our first Gospel. 

This is strengthened by (and strengthens) the appear- 
ance of actual use of the phraseology of Matthew. It is 
evident, indeed, that the author does not intend to make 
exact quotations from or immediate appeals to any writing. 
Ini. 1 he succinctly and clearly states the authoritative 
teaching, which is observed to be drawn from Scripture, 
but not quoted from any special passage of it. In like 
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manner, in verse 2 the evident purpose rules of definite, 
clear, succinct statement of authoritative truth. No 
authorities are adduced; the truth is didactically and 
dogmatically stated, as if from a teacher, accredited by 
his position, and dealing with his matter freely. Under 
such circumstances there is no reason to doubt that the 
matter is drawn from Matthew, because it is compressed 
and simplified and made easy to grasp and hold in mem- 
ory. A comparison of the commands to love God and 
our neighbor, ini. 2, with the same injunctions in Matthew 
XXll. 37 sq., reveals the very closest relationship between 
the two; while the very form of them in the Teaching 
betrays a studied compression. It is, perhaps, too much 
to say that the prepositing of πρῶτον suggests a reminis- 
- cence of the parallel in Mark xii. 27 sq.; yet it is found 
there too. Only the change of “the Lord thy God” into 
“the God that made thee” needs accounting for before 
we decide that Matthew is certainly the source from which 
the Teaching drew. This phrase also occurs in Barnabas 
xi¥. 2, where it is borrowed from the Teaching, and also 
in Justin Martyr, Apol. i. 16, where it may be borrowed 
from either Barnabas (although the use of Barnabas by 
Justin is not yet fully proven) or the Teaching — for that 
Justin did not use the Teaching is not so certain as some 
seem to think.” There is no reason to think its insertion 
here any thing else than original with our author; and it 
seems due to the purpose of the treatise, as a catechism 
directed to those just becoming Christians, to whom the 
creatorship of God needed emphasizing rather than their 
personal part in that God which would suit Jewish 
feaders better. But if we thus conclude that all the 
divergences of the words from the form given by Mat- 
thew are such as the author of the Teaching would nat- 
urally make in adapting them to his purpose, there exists 
no reason why we may not refer them to Matthew as their 
source. 
9. Cf. J. R. Harris, Journal of Christian Philosophy, 1884, p. 380. 
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The negative form which the Golden Rule takes in the 
latter portion of 1. 2 is explicable also from the desire of 
the writer to express its far-reaching teaching in a form 
which should be at once, on account of its definiteness 
and easy comprehensibility, fitted to serve as the “ milk- 
food” of catechumens and an easy point of attachment 
for the negative commandments which were to follow. 
Otherwise its language is not further removed from 
that of Matt. vii. 12 than ordinary freedom of quotation 
allows. There is compression and a change from the 
plural to the singular in the first clause, and in the last 
from the imperative to the future (the actual reading of 
the MS. is the imperative singular): but nothing that can 
throw doubt on Matthew’s being its source. The fact that 
the sentiment is attributed to Confucius, and Hillel, and 
stands in Tobit (iv. 15, καὶ ὃ μισεῖς μηδενὶ ποιήσεις) in the 
negative form, has no tendency to suggest that a sentence 
so nearly verbally from Matthew came from any or all of 
these sources rather than it. Nor is the fact that it was 
so current in the Stoical ethics of more importance. Har- 
nack quotes Lampridius’s Alexander Severus, 51: “ Quod 
tibt fiert non vis, altert ne feceris,’ and apparently lays 
some stress on the parallel: the Latin version is far closer 
to this, however, than the Greek: “Omne autem quod tibi 
non vis fiert, alit ne feccris,’ and the conjecture lies very 
close that the Emperor drew from the Latin version 
of so characteristic a Christian teaching directly or indi- 
rectly.” On the whole, the dependence on Matthew, which 
is already probable from the general scheme of the tract 
is corroborated by these special phrases, which differ from 


30 We have preferred to speak thus mildly in the text, seeing that the neg- 
ative form of this rule was, no doubt, pre-Christian even in Greek letters. 
Cf. Isocrates, as quoted by Gibbon (Decline and Fall, liv. note 36). But 
Lampridius distinctly states that Alexander got ¢Az7s saying from Jews or 
Christians :—Clamabatque saepius quod a quibusdam sive Judzis sive Chris- 
tianis audierat et tenebat, etc. Lampridius adds: Quam sententiam usque a 
deo dilexit, ut et in Palatio et in publicis operibus praescribi jubebat.. This 
seems, indeed, to be another trace of the circulation of the Latin Didascalia. 
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Matthew only in the direction and the degree that the 
direct, didactic purpose of the writer and the character 
of the audience which he is addressing will readily 
account for. 

The plan of the section on the Way of Life (i. 2—iv.) is 
very easily traced (i. 3, evAoye?re—11. 1 being omitted on 
the grounds given above). After the general introduc- 
tory statement of 1. 2, there follows immediately an enu- 
meration of the sins which are forbidden in the way of 
life, covering the matter from 1. 3 to 111.6,and this we may 
call the negative part. <A positive part, communicating the 
duties commended in the Way of Life, follows, including 
111. 7—iv. 11, and is itself followed by three broad con- 
cluding exhortations, iv. 12-14. The negative portion 
itself (i. 3—i11. 6) falls into two parts, the first of which 
sets forth the negative commandments of the way of life 
(i. 3—11. 7) and the second of which sets forth “what is 
forbidden in these commandments” quite in the sense of 
this phrase in the Westminster Shorter Catechism, ques- 
tions 41, 55, etc.,—an odd indication of the continuity of 
Christian thought and methods through all ages. 

The reference of the words that open verse 3, “of these 
words, however, the teaching is this,” is not altogether 
obvious, and has been variously understood by commen- 
tators. On the whole, it seems likely that in this charge 
to the catechumens the writer had only the command to 
love our neighbor in mind, and, having stated, passes over 
the command to love God. Then the command to love 
our neighbor is stated negatively in the Golden Rule and 
expanded into the commandments that are attached to it. 

‘inethat, case the, reference: of “these words,’ is to: the 
immediately preceding Golden Rule, of which they prom- 
ise an expansion. It is undeniable that, if this be the true 
interpretation, the writer does not stick closely to his 
scheme throughout: iii. 4 concerns itself with idolatry 
and iii. 6 with blasphemy, while in v. an occasional item 
suggests duties to God rather than to man. But these 
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departures, if departures they be, are exceedingly slight 
as well as rare, and the tract distinctly concerns itself 
with morality rather than religion. 

At il. 2 the list of sins condemned by the Golden Rule 
taken negatively is begun. That the decalogue (Ex. xx. 
13) underlay the author’s principle of arrangement 15 clear. 
The order of the decalogue, or its restatement in Matt. 
xix. 18 (cf. Mark x. 18), is followed at the beginning. And 
yet that the decalogue is only the basis of the work, is 
already evident from the distribution of its simple “Thou 
shalt not commit adultery,” into the three items of .adul-_ 
tery, paederasty, and fornication. An enlarged, explained, 
and enforced decalogue, on the model of our Lord’s 
words as reported by Matthew, seems to be the author’s 
purpose. Whether or not Romans xii. 9 was also in his 
mind seems difficult to determine: it seems likely, how- 
ever, that a reminiscence of that passage has deflected the 
Latin version into an order of sins which places adultery 
first and murder second. That Matt. xix. 18 sq. was the 
prominent deflecting force in the arrangement of the orig- 
inal, however, seems probable from Matt. xix. 19, and its 
apparent expansion in 11]. 4-6, especially 6. The debt to 
Matthew crops out, too, in the οὐκ ἐπιορκήσεις (Matt. v. 33) 
with which 11. 3 opens. Inu. 6 there is apparent depend- 
ence on I Cor. v. 10, 11; not only are the classes mentioned 
by Paul, “fornicators, covetous, extortioners, idolaters,” 
all hinted at, but the two items so closely connected by 
Paul, “covetous and extortioners,”’ are brought together. 
A reminiscence of Rom. i. 29 sq. also appears somewhat 
probable in this verse: πλεονεξία... κακοηθείας... ὑπερη- 
φάνους. The structure of the sentence 11. 7 forcibly recalls 
Jude 22 and 23, and if the words ods δὲ ἐλεήσεις be inserted, 
as it seems likely they ought to be, a reminiscence of Jude 
can scarcely be doubted (cf. Harnack, p. 227, note). The 
final clause of the chapter is apparently again due to 
Matt. xix. 19; as the one closes the list of commandments 
with a command to love our neighbors, so does the other 
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bring his list to an end with a somewhat strengthened 
reminiscence of the same. 

The order of sins in chapter 11. is somewhat peculiar, 
and that we may get at the ordering principle in the 
author’s mind it will be necessary to compare the three 
ists Of 11, 2'sq.; 1. 2 sq.; and v..1.sq. . The second of these 
is the most formally arranged and must be our key in the 
matter. From it we perceive that the writer is condemn- 
ing five great classes of sins: (1) murder, (2) lust, (3) idol- 
atry, (4) theft, (5) blasphemy; and, though basing his 
arrangement on scriptural grounds (where, e. g., idolatry 
is frequently brought close to adultery), yet appears to 
introduce an original element. On comparing, now, the 
other lists with this, we may observe that the evils brought 
together at the end of ν. 1 belong under the fifth head 
(11. 6), inasmuch as the αὐθάδης of this class appears here 
as αὐθάδεια: but it is also clear from their general charac- 
ter that these are the same that appear in 11. 6—both con- 
taining πλεονεξία, ἁρπαγαί, ὑποκρίσεις. It is curious, how- 
ever, that the sins of 11. 3 and 11.6 are somewhat mixed 
together in v. 1 fiz.; “false witness” and “ double-minded- 
ness’? seeming out of place after “robberies.” Even in 1]. 
6, however, “hypocrisy” is not a sin of deceit, but a sin 
of violence or evil-nature. And it is observable that, 
according to our author’s scheme, murmuring, self-will, 
and evil-mindedness all fall under the head of blasphemy. 
Apparently, the class of blasphemy of 11. 6 is represented 
in v. 1 from ἁρπαγαί down, and in ii. 3-6 inclusive. No 
doubt, we must guard against erecting an artificial harmony 
between the three lists. In classifying sins, not by their 
nature, but by their progeny, if we may so speak, the 
same tendency may often find place under one head as 
readily as under another: particularly “thefts” (11. 5) and 
“blasphemies” (iii. 6) le close to one another.” In iil. 5 
false speech is a “theft,” and so is vain-glory: in 11. 6 and 
v. I rapacity is separated from “thefts” and put with the 


31 Cf. the words ἱερόσυλος, ἱεροσυλέω. 
VoL. XLIII. No. 169. IO 
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sins of evil nature that lead to blasphemy. Nor will the 
identification that we have suggested settle all the prob- 
lems of the lists. Why, for instance is theft placed be- 
tween lust and magic (idolatry) in 11. 2 and v. 1, but 
between idolatry and blasphemy in 111. 5? This variation 
of order appears to be certainly due to the author, not 
the scribes, and is apparently caused by deflection from 
his preferred order (iii. 5) under the influence of the deca- 
logue. Why, again, are abortions separated from mur- 
ders, in 11. 2,and classed apparently with sorceries? Why 
does ii. 2 close with “covetousness” to pass over to sins 
of speech and return to “covetousness” in τ 6? Diffi- 
culties remain; but if we consider abortions an appendix 
to sorcery, and the items of 11. 3-6 as a detailed statement 
of the sins that lead to blasphemy (11. 6), the para'lelism 
of the lists and their principle of arrangement are both 
apparent, thus :— 


i sq: 111. 2/sq. View. 
Murder, Murder, Murder, 
Lust, Lust, Lust, 
Theft, x Idolatry, M4 Theft, 
Sorcery, =a helt (= Idolatry, 


1 Covetousness, } 


Blasphemy. ἡ Blasphemy.  - Blasphemy. 


At ili. 1 the second part of the negative treatment of 
the way of life begins (iii. 1-6), in which the sins of the 
list 11. 2 sq. are traced to their finer roots,—the transition 
being not so much to more refined sins as to the deeper 
and less noticeable roots of evil. Hence the appropriate- 
ness of the opening words: “ My child, flee from every 
evil and from every thing that is like it,”— taken, almost 
certainly, from 1 Thess. v. 22,—on which is founded, on the 
model of the Sermon on the Mount, a condemnation of 
the first beginnings of the evils that the author saw about 
him. For this purpose he writes five artistically parallel 
sentences, making mention in each, first, of a root of evil, 
next of the gross sin to which it leads, then of other sim- 
ilar roots, ending with a repetition of the gross sin to 
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which they lead. The symmetrical structure of these 
sentences does not suggest the construction of a Christian 
decalogue (52), as Harnack thinks, out of the second 
table of the law; but rather recalls in its tone and manner 
the proverb-literature of the Old Testament (Proverbs 
and Sirach especially). The detailed sins here condemned 
rest on the Old Testament law, as worked out on the evan- 
gelical side: most of the items are found in the LXX. or 
lists of sins in the New Testament. Especially Titus 1. 7 
(ὀργίλος, 2; αὐθάδης, 6) and 2 Peter ii. 10 appear somewhat 
prominently as possible sources. The latter passage even 
seems to have been probably used: it declares that the 
Lord knows how to keep for judgment especially those 
who are daring and αὐθάδεις, δόξας οὐ τρέμουσιν, βλασφη- 
poovtes. The Didachographer forbids (11. 6) the catechu- 
men to be αὐθάδης, because it leads to blasphemy. It is 
possible that in 111. 8 a reminiscence of the trembling at 
dignities crops out also. 

At i. 7 the negative treatment of the way of life is left 
and the positive duties it entails are introduced. The 
section thus introduced extends to iv. 11 inclusive, and 
treats in turn of the duties to one’s self (11. 7-10), to the 
church (iv. 1-4), to the poor (iv. 5-8), and to members of 
the household (iv. g-11). The remainder of the third 
chapter is thus occupied with what may be called the 
personal duties which each man owes to himself—the 
duties of right temper and disposition. It has, therefore, 
a direct relation of opposition to the sins hitherto con- 
demned, and rightly stands next to them and opens the 
positive treatment of the subject. The section begins 
with a direct appeal to the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. 
v. 5)—the ἐπεί adducing a well-known and reverenced 
truth —and the character of all its injunctions is in 
the highest degree Christian and scriptural. Few of 
them, however, fall into the exact language of Scripture. 
At i. 2 there seems a probable reference to Gal. v. 20: 
at 111. ὃ a clear reminiscence of Isa. Ixvi. 2 (LX X.), which 
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may have been suggested to the writer here by the pass- 
age from 2 Peter 11. 10 that was apparently ruling his 
thoughts when he wrote 11. 6; at 11. 9 it is difficult to 
avoid finding a reference to Rom. xii. 16; and at ili. τὸ the 
writer rests on Sirach ii. 1. 

The discourse passes from the duties owed to one’s self 
to those due to the church, at iv. 1, in words that may be 
a reminiscence ‘oi. Heb.. x11.97 "(ch /2 (Peter ae 2)\ game 
orderly treats in turn of the duties due to teachers (iv. 1), 
to the saints (iv. 2), to the church unity (iv. 3 beginning), 
and to church discipline (iv. 3 end— 4). The somewhat 
enigmatical clause that constitutes iv. 4 has been a puzzle 
to reworkers and commentators alike: both have usually 
interpreted or altered it so as to make it refer to prayer, 
—a reference entirely foreign to its context. Hermas, 
Vis. Π|. 4, 3 (Zahn’s Supplementum Clementinum Ὁ. 315), pos- 
sibly refers it to prophecy. Apparently the author of the 
Two Ways meant it of judgment, cf. v. 3; but may have 
left the expression purposely broad, with a mental refer- 
ence to Jas. i. 8. Barnabas seems so to have understood 
it; for while retaining the unlimited expression and mis- 
placing it he keeps it in a context of judicial dealing with 
the brethren. 

From iv. 5 to iv. 8 the duties of charity are treated — 
which, in the corrupt text of the MS. and the Constitu- 
tions are anticipated in i. 3 sq. This sub-section opens 
(iv. 5 = Sirach iv. 31) and closes (iv. 8 init. = Sirach iv. 5) 
with appeal to the teaching of one of the most popular 
Jewish apocrypha. In the last verse (iv. 8) there is also an 
obvious reference to Acts iv. 32 and later to Rom. xv. 27. 

Household duties (iv. 9-11) are orderly treated: first, 
duties of parents to children (iv. 9); second, of masters to 
servants (iv. 10), and lastly, of servants to masters (iv. 11), 
quite after the model of Paul’s Epistles, especially Eph. 
vi. and Col. i.,iv. In particular the mutual duties of 
masters and slaves are closely parallel to Eph. vi. 5 sq. 
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and Col. ii. 22—iv. 1,—although the language of our 
treatise is free and independent. 

The closing verses of the fourth chapter (12-14) round 
up the whole treatment of the way of life by offering 
certain final exhortations of such a general sort that they 
cover the whole ground recapitulatorily. The stress laid on 
hating hypocrisy seems founded on our Lord’s constant 
reproof of that vice in the Sermon on the Mount and 
elsewhere. The last clause of v. 13 recalls Deut. iv. 2 or 
ΧΙ]. 22. The opening words of iv. 14 seem to rest on Jas. 
vy. 16; its close presents a) reminiscence of Heb. x. 22, 
eet us draw near; τις having our hearts sprinkled ἀπὸ 
συνειδήσεως πονηρᾶς, possibly not without influence on 
the memory of such passages as Matt. v. 23 sq. The 
close conjoining of prayer and confession is very likely 
due to the reminiscence of Jas. v. 16 which affected the 
early part of the verse. 

The second grand division of the treatise on the Two 
Ways—that setting forth the Way of Death—occupies c. 
vy. and consists of a long list of sins, divided in the middle 
by a change of construction. The first half (v. 1), consist- 
ing of twenty-three items, is parallel with the lists in 11. 2 
sq. and iil. 2 sq., and ends climactically in ἀφοβία [θεοῦ] 
(omitted in the MS.). The second half, consisting of 
eighteen items, is new and ends in the climax, πανθαμάρ- 
tntot. The section opens with a general desription which 
seems not unlikely to include a reminiscence to 2 Peter ii. 
14, 15 (κατάρας τέκνα x.T.r.). The items that are adduced 
are all clearly Christian and biblical, but can be assigned 
to special passages only with considerable doubt. In v. 2 
the phrase ἀγαποῦντες ψεῦδος somewhat forcibly recalls 
Rev. xxu. 15, where, however, φίλεω is the verb used; 
a little lower down ov κολλώμενος ἀγαθῷ recalls Rom. xu. 
g; and still lower there seems a reminiscence to Isa. i. 23 
in “loving vanity,” etc. 

The sixth chapter, opening with a warning against 
deserting the teaching of the book (vi. 1), closes the whole 
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work with a tender word of allowance (vi. 2) and a strict 
caution against idolatry (vi. 3), recalling, in this last point, 
the last words of 1 John,—though perhaps not so sharply 
as to prove dependence on it. The first clause of vi. 2 
recalls Acts xv. τὸ and Matt. xi. 29, while the second 
clause recalls (though with a broader reference) Matt. xix. 
21. The teaching of 1 Cor. viii. sq. is precisely that which 
is summed up in vi. 3. This chapter is a fit conclusion to 
the treatise, and brings it symmetrically to an end. The 
last verse appears clearly a part of the Two Ways, and 
only accidentally begins with a phrase parallel with the 
section-headings to succeed (cf. Harnack, etc., p. 40 sq.). 

As the result of this somewhat long discussion we may 
form a table of the Scriptures used by our author, and a 
synopsis of his train of thought. The latter has already 
been given.” For the former it will be enough to say in 
a recapitulatory way that the writer has used apparently 
besides certain Old Testament books, canonical (such as 
Exodus, Deuteronomy, Jeremiah, and Isaiah) and apocry- 
phal (Tobit and Sirach), the following New Testament 
books:—Matthew, Acts, Romans, 1 Corinthians, 1 Thessa- 
lonians, (Ephesians), [Colossians], Hebrews, James, (2 
Peter™), Jude, [Revelation].™ 


THEOLOGY AND ETHICS OF. THE TWO WAYS. 


The meaning of the prominence of the ethical, as dis- 
tinguished from what is called theological, teaching in 
these chapters is not to be determined apart from their 
object and aim. The comparison with the Epistle of 
James, which has been suggested by many writers, is pre- 
mature, until the relation of these opening chapters to the 
remainder of the Didache has been settled. If we judge 
that the Didachographer has simply incorporated here a 
catechetical treatise which he found already in use, an 


32 See above, p. 119 sq. 
33 Cf. (with judgment) Harnack, Prolegom. p. 15. 
ἋΣ For the whole subject of relation to Scripture, cf. Schaff, pp. 78-95. 
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explanation of its purely ethical contents may be sug- 
gested, with some plausibility, which would be altogether 
out of place, if we judge that he has composed this cate- 
chism for himself. In either case, however, the use which 
he has made of it is not such as will justify our declaring 
that it represented Christianity to him and contained all 
that he considered that Christians need concern themselves 
about. Asa matter of mere fact the reception of the act 
of baptism, before which (vu. 1) this teaching was to be 
received, imphes a much greater amount of teaching of 
theological truth than is given in these chapters. The 
meaning of the rite itself has not been explained: nor would 
the recipient, had he been taught only what is here stated, 
know so much as what the triune name in which it was 
administered meant. The name of Jesus is not once 
named in the whole catechism: the fact of sonship, to say 
nothing of its meaning, is not once spoken of. The Holy 
Spirit himself is only mentioned once, and that wholly by 
the way and incidentally. To the candid student it will 
be clear that chapters ivi. were to the Didachographer, 
not the catechism properly so-called, or body of truth to be 
taught the catechumen by which he was fitted for bap- 
tism: but the formal declaration to the catechumen at the 
moment of baptism, of the mode of life that solemn act 
entailed upon him. They are not so much the catechism 
as what in modern language we should call the ‘‘charge”’ 
to the catechumens. They represent, thus, not what 
seemed to the Didachographer the essential elements of 
Christianity, but what seemed to him the essential nature 
of the Christian walk: not the nature of Christianity, but 
the character of Christian life: not what was to be believed, 
but what was to be done: not the theology of Christian- 
ity, but its ethics. In this view of the matter we cannot 
appeal even to Origen’s saying that Christ taught begin- 
ners the law, and only the perfect the gospel. These 
chapters do not represent the teaching given to beginners: 
they constitute only the solemn charge as to the life they 
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were henceforth to live in the world, given by the offici- 
ating officer at the moment of baptism to those who, 
already properly instructed for that act, appeared to 
receive the sign and seal of the new birth, and to have 
“the beautiful name” named upon them. And this is the 
most natural view of the aim and object of these chapters, 
whether they are considered the product of the same pen 
that wrought the rest of the Didache or older material 
found ready to his hand and freely incorporated into his 
work. For in the latter case, he would most naturally 
use the matter which he adopted because already in use, 
for the purpose for which he found it in use. And it is 
apparent that he uses, if not composes, these chapters as 
the charge to the neophytes about to be baptized.” 

If this is probable, we are not surprised at not finding 
our present chapters more theological. They have noth- 
ing to do with faith, but deal with immediate and practi- 
cal duty. And we can ask after their theology only as 
we ask after the theology of any other practical charge, 
—that is, we can only seek to discover from chance hints 
dropped in them what theology was held by their author.. 
And so far from being able to attribute to him only the 
theology which we can find trace of in such a treatise, we 
can only hope to run across an occasional remark in it 
that may give us a hint as to his theology in its broadest 
and most shadowy outlines. This treatise is not unusually 
barren of such hints: it is rather rich in them for a docu- 
ment. of its class. “The writer's doctrine of God, “ar 
instance, is tolerably fully revealed to us. We might not, 
indeed, be able to confidently determine his attitude 
towards sucha conception as that of the Trinity, although 
iv. 101s big with obscure hints. What is this Spirit (τὸ. 
πνεῦμα), for example, whose work it is to make ready 
those to whom God comes, and without whose prepara- 
tion he comes not? And who is this God that comes and 


3° This is the view of the matter presented also by Pastor Dr. A. Bielen- 
stein and approved by Zahn (Theolog. Literaturblatt, Apr. 3d, 1885). 
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calls,—or, according to another and perhaps better read- 
ing, who came to call? Obscure hints, these,—from which 
we scarce dare draw inferences. But certainly the Holy 
Ghost and his work on the human heart is here alluded 
to; and if he who came to call men is Jesus, then, he is 
specifically called God,—not so very strange a thing when 
we remember that the Christians of Bithynia were dis- 
tinguished in Pliny’s time (cir. 105 A.D.) for just this,— 
that they sang hymns of praise to Christ as God. The 
strangeness of these hints resides only in the fact that 
they stand alone in these chapters,—and elsewhere in 
them neither Holy Spirit nor Jesus is named nor even 
certainly alluded to. Even the oddness of this, however, 
passes away when we remember the nature of the treatise 
that we are dealing with. 

The creatorship of God is openly asserted in i. 2; and 
that by his plastic power (πλάσμα θεοῦ, v. 2) children come 
into life. His omnipresent and unceasing watch over 
events is declared in 111. 10: *‘ Without God, nothing comes 
to pass.” He is God over all, and as such to be feared 
(iv. 10); our Master (iv. 11); the searcher of hearts (iv. 
10), and hater of all that is evil (iv. 12). Goodness is the 
essential quality of all his acts (111. 10). It is he whois the 
recompenser of the reward (iv. 7): and there is no respect 
of persons with him (iv. 10). Love is demanded of us 
towards him, because it was he who made us (i. 2): honor 
belongs to him (iv. 1), and fear (iv. 10). To be lacking in 
fear to him is the climax of sin (v. 1 end),—a trait drawn, 
perhaps, from reminiscence of the first chapter of the 
Epistle to the Romans. 

Over against God there is no other. The unity of God 
is not, indeed, asserted—as it could not well be in such a 
treatise.” But idolatry is repeatedly forbidden (ν. 1), and 
all that leads to it (111. 4): and the beings worshipped by 
the offerings of the heathen are but “dead gods” (vi. 3). 


36 On the other hand, if we had here a true catechism for heathen catechu- 
mens, this mwst have been asserted. 


154 Text, Sources, and Contents of “The Two (Jan. 


God has made known his will to men through com- 
mandments (iv. 13), and has therefore a word (iv. 1), which 
is proclaimed to them by special servants, who are there- 
fore to receive honor. The sacredness of the word-is 
insisted upon: the reverential awe that it inspires is not 
obscurely hinted at (11. 8) where it is declared that it is a 
mark of those in the way of life that they continually 
tremble at the words they hear. It lays a yoke on men’s 
necks (vi. 2), but makes them perfect if they bear it; for 
(iv. 8) τ brings them what is imperishable as distinguished 
from mortal things. No teaching is to be received that is 
“apart from God” (vi. 1), and having received, as they 
have, his commandments, they are to guard them well and 
preserve them from addition no less than loss (iv. 13). 
Nothing is said as to these commandments being written; 
but there is unmistakably contained in these passages 
something very like a doctrine of sacred Scripture, and 
that doctrine might very well be expressed in the modern 
formula that the word of God (iv. I, iv. 13) 15 the sufficient 
(vi. 2, iv. 8) and sole (vi. 1, iv. 13) rule of faith and prac- 
tice. Clearly a definite revelation from God of his will— 
not to be added to, not to be taken from—leading to sal- 
vation, is here presupposed. It would be impossible to 
find this revelation in the Old Testament only: it is not 
the Old Testament law that the writer of the treatise pro- 
fesses to be explaining, but the teaching of the apostles; 
and it is from the New Testament that all his spirit and 
most of his commands are taken. Yet the Old Testament 
is not set aside: the laws of the decalogue shine through 
his own,— Isaiah and Sirach yield him sacred words. 
But along with these are words from Matthew, Acts, 
Romans, 1 Corinthians, 1 Thessalonians, Ephesians, [| Colos- 
sians], Jude, James, (2 Peter), Hebrews, [Revelation]. 
Were not these part of his sacred deposit—which could 
not be taken from nor added to? Like the closely related 
(in tendency and time) Testaments of the XII. Patriarchs, 
Paul’s work and word is apparently for him written in the 
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sacred books (βίβλοι aycac),—not substituted for them, but 
adjoined to them.” In any event, he knows a definite 
word of God, to be honored as such and to be preserved 
intact and unalloyed: and he uses these new books, too, 
as parts of a very important sacred teaching. 

The doctrine of salvation held by our writer is less 
clearly adumbrated in his words. The whole scheme of 
his treatise proclaims the necessity of a holy life: the two 
ways of life and death separate just in this,—one is in holi- 
655, thie Other im! vice. And the judge 15 ἃ just recom, 
penser of the reward. But the difference between them 
lies equally revealed also in this: those who walk in the 
one, love God and their neighbor. And the good works 
of the way of lfe are but the fruit of the inner disposi- 
tions (111. 2 sq.). If, in a single passage, alms-giving is 
looked upon as working a ransoming of sins (iv. 6); ἡ so 
also in another (iv. 10) and closely neighboring passage it 
is the Spirit, not man’s own will, that determines whom 
God shall come upon to call. It is openly asserted that 
God calls men: and that not according to the outward 
condition in which they live, but according to the prepara- 
tion of the Spirit. We need not be sticklers for the entire 
theological consistency of our author: a Jewish-Christian 
heritage probably shows itself in the stress laid upon 
alms-giving. But neither need we make him unnecessarily 
inconsistent: probably he placed salvation in the hands of 
God, but made much of the necessity of works, and is to 
be placed not far from the attitude of James (11. 14 sq.). 
Faith is not once mentioned in the treatise; which «need 
not surprise us, however, in such a treatise. 

Unto what God calls men (iv. 10) is not more plainly 
indicated than by the word life (i. 1) as over against death. 
There seems to be a deliverance contemplated from both 


37 Compare, for a curious parallel, the tenth of the paragraphs of the 
manifesto of the Jews of southern Russia of our own day. 

38 Compare, for the prevalence of this doctrine in the early church, Uhl- 
horn’s Christian Charity in the Early Church, p. 211. 
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the curse of sin (iv. 6) and its power (passim). And what 
is obtained from God is imperishable in contrast to 
what is mortal (iv. 8). The fate of the wicked is called 
only death. When the meek are promised the inheritance 
of the earth (iii. 7), we are left in darkness as to the exact 
understanding of the words which our writer held. It is 
only certain that he loved holiness and dreaded a curse of 
death. 

The ethics of the treatise are high and in the best sense 
Christian. The simplicity and immediate practical pur-- 
pose of the writer makes it almost as difficult, however, 
to trace an ethical theory in his words as to draw his the- 
ology out of them. This much, however, is plain, that 
right and wrong were plain and tangible facts to him, and 
the difference between them great (i. 1). His conscience 
of wrong was keen enough to pierce beneath acts to dis- 
positions, beneath appearances to the roots of evil (iil. 1). 
His appreciation of the good was sufficiently cultivated 
to specially admire that meek sisterhood of graces which 
it was reserved for Christianity to awaken the conscious- 
ness and love of in the world (11. 7 sq.j. The Christian 
spirit is further shown in the summing up of all duty in 
love to God and our neighbor (i. 2), and, like the Proverbs 
of the old dispensation, finding the beginning of wisdom 
in the fear of God (iv. 9, 10). Not mere conscience, 
which, however, is recognized as the monitor of man (iv. 
14), but the commandments of God. (iv. 13), furnish the 
standard of duty: and these commandments are conven- 
iently- summed up in the decalogue of the Old Testament 
as broadened and deepened by the interpretations of 
Jesus; @i., i:, v.). 4) Dhe: externali/norm olfvartne; thse 
what is pleasing to God (iv. 12); its internal norm a ten- 
der conscience (iv. 14); while a convenient rule of nega- 
tive action is found in the Golden Rule (1. 2). 

Underlying the whole treatise runs an appeal to a vir- 
tuous life, based on the diverse ends to which evil and 
good conduct lead. The way of virtue is the way of life: 
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that of evil, of death. The chief motive to good that is 
appealed to is thus the hope of reward and fear of pun- 
PMmMentCi kya. 2VD ae ΠῚ, Iv. 6, 7; v. 2). Right- 
eousness has its reward (v. 2): we give in the hope to 
receive again (iv. 7) and to work out a ransoming of our 
sins (iv. 6). Yet we must hesitate to attribute too grossly 
utilitarian an ethic to the author: the New Testament 
side by side with its lofty appeal to conscience places an 
equally strong appeal to the recompense of the reward; 
and our author ranges among the most heinous sinners 
those that seek after reward (v. 2); and, though he prob- 
ably meant this in a human relation, his divine theories 
may have partaken of the same principle. Asa matter of 
fact, too, appeal is made to other motives: we are to choke 
down evil dispositions, because they lead to evil deeds 
(ili. 2 sq.), whence evil seems hateful for its own sake (iv. 
12); and a desire for perfection is evidently a strong and 
leading force to the writer (vi. 2) and is used to determine 
action,—whence good seems lovable for its own sake. So 
a remembrance of the blessedness of what we have 
received is used as a motive to further good (iv. 8). Even 
pure love of souls appears as a motive capable of moving 
men to watchful care over their conduct (iv. 10). We 
need not seek perfect singleness of motive: it is thor- 
oughly consistent to use both higher and lower considera- 
tions to secure the same end, and it does not argue that 
our author had no love for holiness that he pleads the 
future retribution and reward as a motive to it. On the 
contrary, he appears to have a very high appreciation of 
its beauty and a keen insight into its loveliness. Most 
concisely stated, his ethical system appears distinctly 
Christian, and, as such, separated as decidedly from the 
merely Jewish as from the heathen morality of the times.” 

Certain difficulties are found in the apparent sanction of 
classes or castes of virtue in vi. 2, and the apparent cross- 
ing of the evangelical law of love to our neighbor in ii. 7. 


39 Sabatier is extreme in his statements of its Jewish affinities. 
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We should be very sure that we rightly understand the 
passages, however, before we introduce an inconsistency 
of teaching in so well-ordered atreatise. Perhaps in the 
latter case the exaggeration of the final clause of 11. 7 is the 
saving clause. And we must recollect that this verse 
occurs in the midst of the negative portion of the treatise, 
where “thou shalt not hate any man” is the counterpart 
of “thou shalt love thy neighbor.” The added positive 
clauses are in this point of view a concession to the Chris- 
tian heart of the writer, and culminate in the command to 
love some at least not only as, but above, ourselves. In 
the face of the positive command at 1. 2 and these added 
clauses here we are not justified in seeing a lowering of 
the demands of our Lord’s rule in our present passage. 
The meaning of vi. 2 has been clouded by too much dis- 
cussion. It ought to be a principle not to go out of the 
context for an interpretation: and certainly the context 
says nothing of chastity, or celibacy, or the Jewish law. 
Verse 1 warns the reader against being led astray from 
this way of teaching; where “this” must refer to the 
requirements laid down in the previous chapters. Verse 2 
joins onto this with “for,” and therefore has to do with 
the same subject. He who keeps the whole yoke of the 
law, therefore, is he who puts into full practice all the 
precepts that had been in the preceding chapters enun- 
ciated; and he who does so will be τέλειος---ἃ term used 
apparently in the exact sense of Matt. xix. 21. But the 
author recognizes that sanctification is striven after, rather 
than attained, and adds a clause apparently designed to 
preserve the young Christian from: hopeless despair and to 
encourage him to fight his good fight in hope: “ But if 
thou art not able to bear the whole yoke of the Lord, do 
what thou art able.’ Itis the pastor that speaks here, as 
elsewhere in the treatise; the pastor, who encourages and 
aids the lambs. So far from there being recognized here, 
therefore, two distinct classes in the church — the Montan- 
istic conception which Hilgenfeld seeks to fasten upon 
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these words,—or two stages of attainment: there is 
only revealed a mild and tolerant spirit that makes more 
of the upward striving than of the self-righteous attain- 
ment. Again the conception appears Christian. 

The detailed ethical teaching of the treatise, which is 
very rich and very compressed, can best be observed in 
reading it over with the help of the analysis which has 
been presented above. It cannot be justly estimated 
unless we carefully bear in mind that the treatment is first 
negative (11.111. 1-6) and then positive (11. 7-1v.) and then 
nevative again (v.)—the first negative treatment pointing 
out the sins that he who is travelling in the way of life 
must avoid, and the second those which are characteristic 
of the way of death. Negatively all sins of anger and 
murder, lust and impurity, sorcery and idolatry, lying 
and theft, necromancy and blasphemy, and all others that 
beget them or resemble them are distinctly forbidden. 
A sharp analysis is made which carries back the sin of act 
into the sin of disposition: and special attention is paid to 
sins*of deceit and pride. In the positive portion a step 
higher than even this is taken; not only freedom from 
evil dispositions, but positive dispositions to good, are de- 
manded, and especially those virtues are singled out for no- 
tice which the heathen world despised and which make men 
eentle,— meekness, long-suffering, mercy, harmlessness, 
quietness, goodness, teachableness, loveliness of soul. And 
at the end it is commanded that association be sought, not 
with the lofty, but with the just and the lowly. In har- 
mony with this feature much space is given to prescribing 
the duties to the poor, including cheerful and ready giving 
as lending to the Lord,and just sharing with the Lord’s little 
ones as the recipients ourselves of better things from him. 
So, too, justice and tenderness in dealing with slaves are 
enjoined and secured by a Christian sanction. On the other 
hand the slave is to reverence his master as seeing in him 
the image of the Master of all, God. The treatise is so 
compressed, however, that to make an abstract of it would 
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be to transcribe it. It is only needful here to point out 
the main lines of its teaching. , 

Attention should not fail to be given to the truly relig- 
ious character of the whole ethical teaching of the trea- 
tise. It is in no part simply ethical but in all its purpose 
and details, religious; and it would be more precise. to 
speak of its counsels of sanctification than of its moral 
teaching. This is apparent, for instance, in its care to 
secure the performance of our earthly duties by referring 
them to what may most specifically be called our duty to 
God. The duty of parents to their children that swallows 
up all others is that from their youth up they shall teach 
them the fear of God. The motive for restraining bitter 
commands to slaves is lest they should lose their fear of 
Him who is Lord over both master and servant. 

There is also evidently a very rich church life underly- 
ing the commands of our treatise. The commandments or 
word of God, which has been received as a sacred and 
unalterable deposit (iv. 13), 15 proclaimed unto them by an 
official person (iv. 1) whom they are bidden to honor as 
the Lord himself and to remember night and day,— appar- 
ently in order to his support. It is with the saints (cf. 11. 
g) that their daily life is to be passed and their social life 
tobe lived (vy. 2):' The unity of therchurch" sto bers 
matter of study to them and schism is to be avoided (iv. 3). 
What officers the church had,— what organization it had 
received,— what power of government and discipline,— 
what connection with other churches,—of all this we ob- 
tain no hint. But it seems certain that there was such a 
thing as may be called a church— consisting of saints, 
taught by an accredited teacher, and the unity. of which 
was important. The usages of the church are also left 
undiscovered to us: the words “in the congregation” in 
iv. 14 are probably spurious,—another argument for 
which is the position of iv. 14 away from the the treatment 
of church duties (iv. 1-4)—and therefore we cannot confi- 
dently draw from that verse a commandment to public con- 
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fession of sins and prayer, although it is still most probable 
that the reference here is to public worship. From ivy. 1 it 
appears that public teaching was a part of the church work. 
Beyond this we have nothing. 

Lechler * is no doubt dealing in his estimate of the the- 
ological and religious teaching of the Didache with the 
whole treatise,but what he says isin great degree applicable 
to this section taken separately. It is brightly “ illumin- 
ated with the evening glow of the apostolic radiance,” 
and is dominated everywhere by the conviction that 
eternal life has been revealed by Jesus Christ,—the strange 
assurance that seemed to Lucian the most striking char- 
acteristic of Christians. Though the confession of Christ 
and the call of faith fall here into the background, and the 
purity of the Christian walk forms the chief subject, yet 
even here it is God who calls and prepares the journeyers 
on the path of life and who sustains and brings to comple- 
tion his church. 

To speak of the “tendency ” of such a treatise is some- 
what of a misnomer. Its “tendency” is Christian and, 
apart from a doubtful tenet or two, orthodox, so far as we 
can trace it. There are not lacking, however, signs of 
Jewish inheritance and it seems most natural, in every 
way, to attribute it to a Jewish Christian of the same type 
as the authors of St. James’ Epistle and of the Testt. XII. 
Patriarchs, which three Canon Spence rightly draws 
together. Internal evidence is silent as to place of com- 
position and the time is only so far defined as to be con- 
sistent with a very early date. The use of the treatise by 
Barnabas on the one hand, and its use of Paul and Mat- 
thew on the other, give us the pretty wide limits of the 
last quarter of the first century. Sober judgment in rec- 
ognition of this will place it somewhere earlier than, but 
near, A. ἸῺ: ΤΟ 


30 Das Apostolische und Nachapostolische Zeitalter, 3 ed., 1885. 
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of Protestant theology with all its excellences and its faults;. and. it 
became the mighty spring of their whole marvelous missionary activity 
upon which they entered immediately after the Renewal of the Unitas 
in 1727, and which to-day yet constitutes their greatest field of usefulness 
and brightest crown of glory. 
J. Max Hark. 
Lancaster, Pa. aa 
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THREE PAGES OF THE BRYENNIOS MANUSCRIPT, etc., reproduced by photog- 
raphy for the Johns Hopkins University. Edited, with notes, by J. RENDEL 
Harris, Associate Professor of New Testament Greek and Paleography. 

Small 4to; three photographic plates and nine pages of letter-press. Balti- 
more: Publication Agency of the Johns Hopkins University. 1885. 

Tue TEACHING OF THE TWELVE APOSTLES. δΔιδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ᾿Αποστόλων. 
A translation with notes ; and excursus (i. to ix.) illustrative of the “'Teach- 
ing ;” and the Greek text. By Canon Spence, M. A., Vicar of St. Pancras. 
Small octavo, pp. vi., 183. London: James Nisbet & Co. 1885. 

AIAAXH ΤΩΝ AQAEKA’ATIOSTOAQN, TEACHING OF THE TWELVE APOSTLES, 
ete. Edited, with a translation, introduction, and notes, by Roswexu D. 
Hircucock and Francis Brown, Professors in Union Theological Semi- 
nary, New York. A new edition, revised and greatly enlarged. 8vo, pp. 
exy., 85. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons. 1885. 

Tue Oxipest CHurcH MAnvaAt, called THe TEACHING OF THE TWELVE 
APOSTLES. Διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ᾿Αποστόλων. The Didache and kindred Docu- 
ments, in the original, with translations and discussions of post-apostolic 
teaching, baptism, worship, and discipline, and with illustrations and fac- 
similes of the Jerusalem MS. By Pure ScHarr. 8vo, pp. vii. 301. 

New York: Funk & Wagnalls. 1585. 

AIAAXH TON IB’ ἈΠΟΣΤΟΛΩΝ. LA Dinacue, οὐ L’ENSEIGNEMENT DES Douze 
ApoTrEs, texte Gree — publié pour la premiére fois en France, avec un com- 
mentaire et des notes. Par Pau SABATIER, ancien éléve de la Faculté de 
théologie protestante de Paris. 8vo, pp. 167. Paris: Librairie Fischbacher. 


THE five titles given above represent (with the exception, if we mis- 
take not, of Volkmar’s characteristic treatise alone) the latest work on the 
“Teaching of the Apostles,’ and prove that valuable work may still be 
expected even on so much studied a treatise. The literature of the book 
is, indeed, already immense. Dr. Schaff devotes in Drs. Hitchcock and 
Brown’s book twelve pages of fine type to what he calls a “ digest of the 
Didache literature,” which are increased in his own book to fourteen 
pages. Nor are these mere repetitions of each other. The former gives 
a fuller list of the minor publications, and the latter a fuller account of 
the contents of the more important ones. The two thus happily supple- 
ment each other, and thereby symbolize the general relations of the two 
books; and the two together, it may be added, practically cover the whole 
ground, although a few titles have been missed. Neither book has been 
published therefore in ignorance of the extent of what had already been 
given to the public, and neither has been published without adding some- 
thing of value. To the critical scholar who has kept himself informed of 
what was doing with reference to the Didache, equally welcome with 
these two publications are Dr. Harris’s photographs, which, taken with 
Bryennios’s notes, supply the paleographer with all that he needs to know 
of the MS. in which the Teaching was found; and M. Sabatier’s book, 
which, without exception, is the most readable treatise that the Didache 
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has called out, — entirely French as it is in its purity of style, brilliancy 
of presentation, and unity of aim. 

The treatises before us, taken together, illustrate very clearly the posi- 
tion that discussion has brought us to with reference to the origin, date, 
and character of the Didache. It is worth noting that all of these latest 
laborers agree in their solution of the central problem, — the relation of 
the treatise to Barnabas. Without exception, they look upon Barnabas 
as the borrower, and some of them even express surprise that any one 
could have ever imagined the contrary. In this the present writer can- 
not help believing that they have rightly judged ; and with all respect for 
those scholars who prefer to consider Barnabas the originator of the mat- 
ter which the Didachographer subsequently reduced to order, it seems to 
him, too, that the argument has gone not only decidedly but decisively 
the other way, and it may now be accepted as a critical result that the 
Didache is older than Barnabas. Τῇ so, it belongs in date tothe verge 
of the first century at the latest, and this our present treatises unani- 
mously recognize. Stragglers have to be beaten in indeed, not from the 
side that would set the composition of the work too late, but rather from 
the side that would set it too early. Dr. Schaff and Drs. Hitchcock and 
Brown with just sobriety assign it to the years about 100 a. p. Canon 
Spence thinks the last quarter of the first century more likely, and looks 
upon the book as one which John may have read. M. Sabatier is not 
satisfied with even this: about A. Ὁ. 50 is the date he prefers (p. 159), — 
before any of Paul’s letters were written, and even before the beginning 
of his missionary journeys! ‘The antiquity of the treatise is so hoary, in- 
deed, according to him, that it comes to us from a time before there were 
any church offices (p. 126), — before the Lord’s Supper had come to be 
thought a commemoration of the Lord’s death (pp..104, 108, 113), — before 
there was any church worship distinct from that of the synagogue (p. 94 sq.), 
— before, in fact, we may add in our own words, distinctive Christianity 
had been born! The untenableness of this extreme view is already evident 
in that it necessarily places the origin of the treatise within twenty years 
of the death of our Lord, and yet presupposes a flourishing church among 
the Gentiles, needing precise instruction in church order and practices. 
The theory is, moreover, self-contradictory. Wandering apostles and mis- 
sionaries are assumed going everywhere among a large and widely scat- 
tered body of Gentile believers, —so numerous and so long settled as to 
require protection against the impostors which their already famous hospi- 
tality and generosity called out — before Paul began his missionary jour- 
neys. Numerous settled and strong churches among the Gentiles are as- 
sumed with all the Christian rites — baptism, the Lord’s Supper, Sabbath 
services, tithing, etc. — before the deacons of Acts vii. have been appointed 
or the elders of Acts xi. invented, or that theory of the Eucharist been 
dreamed of, which was well settled in 57. This is no caricature of the 
situation. “M. Sabatier distinctly recognized that our Didache is not the 
effort of an individual to reduce disorder into order; it is the church 
speaking. ‘“ We have here,” he says (p. 154), “ not the work of a Chris- 
tian, writing for a restricted number of persons, making a letter or an 
edifying treatise. We have, in the strictest sense of the word, a work of 
the church; it is a sort of official manual of liturgy and catechism.” But 
if so, the treatise was not written before the church had the usages here 
described ; and in reading it we are certainly not “assisting” at the 
birth of ecclesiastical organization. In the face of so radical a difficulty 
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we need not seriously discuss the arguments that are advanced for so 
early a date. Canon Spence’s view is more plausible, just because less 
extreme ; but even it must, in our present light, give way to the soberer 
judgment that finds the time when the treatise originated at about the 
year 100. 

The place whence it was sent forth is divergently determined by our 
authors. Dr. Brown assigns it to Egypt; Dr. Schatf and M. Sabatier 
to Syria; and Canon Spence to Palestine. The evidence scarcely per- 
mits us to choose confidently between Egypt and Syria, and it is not im- 
possible that the final decision will divide the honor between the two, — 
assigning the original composition of the work to Egypt, and an early 
though probably gradually formed recension of its text, by which it reached 
the form in which it lies in the Constantinople MS., to Syria. There are 
many converging considerations that point to this conclusion: among 
others, the early use of it in Egypt by Barnabas, and its later erystalliza- 
tion, in practically the same form which he used, into the book of order 
of the Egyptian churches on the one hand, and, on the other, the Syrian 
flavor of certain passages which seem to be interpolations into the origi- 
nal text. The discussion of this question in this form involves, however, 
a thorough-going discussion of the text of the document, and this has not 
been seriously attempted heretofore by any one except, perhaps, Hilgen- 
feld. Our present treatises have passed over this important matter al- 
most wholly. Dr. Brown alone devotes a—no doubt unsufficing — 
chapter to it (§ 2, pp. xiv.-xxiii.). There are really two textual points 
quite distinct from one another which require settlement before the indi- 
cations of the treatise as to the place whence it was sent forth can be 
classified with any confidence. We must know whether the text has suf- 
fered interpolation since it was published as a complete whole. And we 
must know whether the author of this treatise used any previous matter 
in his work. The first subject belongs under the head of textual trans- 
mission, while a discussion of the second should find place in the section 
devoted to the sources of the treatise. Under the head of “Sources of 
the Teaching” Dr. Brown does not discuss, however, this subject, although 
he elsewhere betrays his suspicion that the author may have adopted 
certain prayers, for instance, which were already in use when he wrote: 
“The prayers were no doubt found by the author in actual use ” (Ὁ. Ixxvii.). 
On the other hand, he appears to mention Hilgenfeld’s belief, that the au- 
thor found also chapters i—vi. ready to his hand, only to reject it (p. xv. 
sq-). It is obvious, however, that it must be definitely settled whether 
the author wrote or incorporated these prayers and this catechism before 
we can use hints in them to determine the place of composition of the 
treatise. For instance, Mr. Rendel Harris (“ American Journal of Phi- 
lology,” vol. i. 104) and others object to Egypt that such a phrase as “as 
this broken bread was scattered over the mountains ” could not naturally 
have found place in a treatise composed in the lowlands of Egypt. But 
this occurs (chap. ix.) in one of the prayers; and if the prayers were al- 
ready in general use, and only adopted by the author of the treatise, 
whatever strength may be thought to reside in this argument completely 
fails us in determining the place of writing of the treatise as distinguished 
from the prayers. A thorough-going discussion of the textual transmission 
is equally important, and this none of the works now before us pretend to 
give. Dr. Brown, who alone touches on the matter, justly concludes that the 
“ Jerusalem Codex gives us, on the whole, a true copy of the Teaching,” 
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and then finds evidence of “the existence of various later recensions of the 
text’ (p. xviil.), some of them partial editions, some variant texts. The 
evidence on which all of these (how many of them has Dr. Brown found ?) 
are declared to be “later” is not stated, but we are told the most interest- 
ing of them is found in the Latin version discovered by Dr. V. Gebhardt, 
of which it is declared, “a different recension of the text, and one which 
already showed some of the striking peculiarities of Barnabas and the 
Canons, seems to underlie this version” (p. xxil.). Even a cursory ex- 
amination of the readings for the short section for which alone the Latin 
is extant will suffice to convince any student of the truth of this remark. 
It is not so obvious that the recension represented by the Latin was made 
out of Barnabas and the Canons, and did not rather underlie them, 
as Dr. B. goes on to state (cf. also p. xlii. note 1): “The presence of 
peculiarities marking these works and distinguishing them from each 
other ” may be accounted for as due to common inheritance as. easily as 
and in this case more easily than as due to promiscuous borrowing. Any 
close examination of the mutual relations of the three documents — the 
Latin, Barnabas, and the Canons— will result in conclusively showing 
that the text underlying the Latin did not borrow from Barnabas, but 
vice versa, and that the Canons are less closely related to either than the 
two are to one another ; in a word, in establishing a recension divergent 
in some important points from that preserved in the Constantinople MS., 
separated further into two sub-recensions, Barnabas and the Latin on the 
one side and the Canons on the other. This I have already had the op- 
portunity of stating in Dr. Schafi’s book (pp. 220 sq.). But this recen- 
sion, it should be remembered, while, as used by Barnabas, it must be 
admitted to be the most anciently attested recension, is not on that ac- 
count necessarily the purest transmission of the text. This fact can be 
established only by a detailed examination. On its recognition, however, 
the formation of a text of the Didache becomes something very different 
from merely copying the Bryennios edition or even the text of the Con- 
stantinople MS., which is all that any of our present editors attempt. A 
close examination soon establishes a considerable interpolation in the 
latter: i. 3, εὐλογεῖτε —ii. 1, which on internal grounds can scarcely 
have been part of the original text, and which fails in the whole diver- 
gent recension. But if this one interpolation has been suffered, others 
may have also found their way into the text, and a very careful examina- 
tion is necessary before we can use its details for any purpose of history, 
dogmatics, or controversy. It isa mere accident that we have spoken of 
this very important matter in connection with the question of place where 
the treatise was composed. But it has its bearing on it, too; for in- 
stance, the interpolation i. 3—ii. 1 is apparently based, in its evangel- 
ical quotations, on Tatian’s “ Diatessaron.” But this fact will not help to 
prove that the treatise was written in Syria, but only that it received 
its present textual form there. 

Our authors are agreed again — with the exception of Dr. Brown — 
that the Teaching was composed by a Jewish Christian. Dr. Schaff ven- 
tures to declare this to be certain; and Canon Spence is satisfied that it 
was sent forth into the world from such a community of Jewish Chris- 
tians as were gathered together at Pella, and belongs to that Jewish 
Christian triolette, the Epistle of St. James, the Teaching of the Apos- 
tles, and the Testaments of the XII. Patriarchs, which represent the 
broader and more truly Christian element of the Jewish Church, — nay, 
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he can even conjecture that Symeon, the Lord’s kinsman, may have been 
its writer. M. Sabatier’s whole treatise is devoted to the establishment 
of the one proposition that the Didache is the representative of early 
Jewish Christianity, that its affinities are wholly Jewish, and that it can 
best be explained out of Jewish remains. He has so far succeeded in this 
task as to place the essentially Jewish Christian character of the document 
as a whole beyond dispute, and it is sufficient for our present purpose to set 
off his treatise against Dr. Brown’s somewhat ill-considered statement. 
Indeed, the passage in which Dr. Brown denies the Jewish character of 
the treatise shows signs in its very structure of less careful revision than 
is usual in his valuable treatise. He says (p. Ixxxv.): ‘The author evi- 
dently laid hold of Christianity not so much on its dogmatic as on its 
ethical side, and his book resembles, in this respect, the Epistle of James. 
This is the more remarkable because there is no evidence that he was 
himself of Jewish origin. This would appear to indicate DISTINCTLY a 
circle of Gentile Christians (individuals or communities) in which the 
same preponderance was given to the ethical over the dogmatic” (the 
emphases are ours). The passage from ‘it cannot be proved that he was 
a Jew”’ to “he was distinctly a Gentile” is quite a German leap. 

These words of Dr. Brown suggest another important question. What 
right have we to assume that the writer “laid hold of Christianity not so 
much on the dogmatic as on the ethical side?’ Any modern “ Directory 
of Worship” is apt to contain very little doctrine. We desire to dis- 
tinctly protest against the assumption that no doctrine was held or con- 
sidered imperative above what was given expression in such a treatise. 
Dr. Brown had Zahn’s protest before him, that the Teaching was not de- 
signed to be a complete description of Christianity and church life, but 
only a practical assistant to other sources of instruction and edification, 
and yet can say, “This certainly does not appear in the treatise itself; it 
makes the impression that the author supposed himself to be giving the 
substance of that which Christians need concern themselves about” 
(p. Ixxxvi., note). On the contrary, the treatise is conspicuously a book 
of church order, not of the Christian faith, and has to do emphatically with 
practice, not belief. Does Dr. Brown really suppose that chaps. i.—vi., 
which, according to chap. vii., ¢nitiwm, were to be taught to the catechu- 
mens before baptism, contain all that the author of the treatise thought 
the catechumens needed to know before entering upon the Christian life, 
and not rather only the final instruction or solemn declaration to them, 
as they took this serious step, of the mode of life that they were to live in 
the gospel? Why, it is commanded that the catechumen be baptized with 
reference to the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. But 
what is baptism? On this theory, the catechumen has been taught noth- 
ing as to that. Is he to appear and be baptized without ever having 
heard of it? And again, who is the Son? He has not even been once 
mentioned in the whole catechism, where the name of Jesus does not 
once occur, and where the fact of his sonship is not even once in the 
most remote way alluded to. And who is the Holy Ghost? Except in 
one somewhat obscure clause, he is not alluded to in the faintest way in 
the whole catechism. Truly, on the theory that this catechism contains 
all that the author supposed Christians need concern themselves about 
before receiving baptism, the candidates would be in worse case than 
those whom Paul found in Ephesus, who had not so much as heard 
whether there was a Holy Ghost. These would be called upon to receive 
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a rite that they had never heard mentioned and the significance of which 
was a riddle to them, and to have names named on them in a threefold 
enigma which would necessarily be insoluble to them. But, by as much 
as it is certain that the baptismal formula implies more knowledge than 
is given in the preceding catechism, and that of a doctrinal kind, by so 
much is it certain that the preceding catechism excludes doctrine, not be- 
cause it had not yet been “developed ” or was not considered “ essen- 
tial,’ but because it lay outside of the purpose of the treatise, and by so 
much is it certain that this catechism does not represent the total training 
of the candidate, but something like a formal and solemn declaration to 
him, on the moment of baptism, of the mode of external life which this 
new and solemn step involved. The calling of this catechistical section 
by Dr. Schaff, “ The Doctrinal or Catechistical Part,” and the insertion 
of his chapter on “ The Theology of the Didache,” immediately after his 
discussion of it, as if it had some very close connection with it (whereas 
the doctrinal teaching of the treatise is actually found by him mostly in 
other portions), illustrate the force of the error. 

The zeal to find in the Didache a “more primitive form” of Christian- 
ity than ever existed is illustrated again in the treatment which M. Saba- 
tier gives of the Eucharist. Comparing in a very interesting and instruc- 
tive way the prayers here given (chaps. ix. and x.) with certain Jewish 
prayers, and noting the absence from them of any reference to the death 
of Christ, he concludes that we have here the Christian Eucharist before 
it was a commemoration of the death of our Lord, — which it already 
was, however, when Paul wrote his Corinthian letters (57 a. p.). “In 
the Didache,” he writes, “‘ we have nothing like this; its Christian repast 
did not have as its special object to recall the death of Jesus. It seems 
to confirm the hypothesis proposed by M. Renan. This celebrated 
critic has thought that the Lord’s Supper carries us back, not to a single 
sacramental act performed by Jesus on the eve of his death, but to the 
habit which He had of breaking bread with his disciples. This rite, after 
having obtained even during the life of Jesus a great importance, became 
the great symbol of Christian communion.” ‘It was natural, no doubt,” 
he continues, “ that the last occasion when they had enjoyed this commu- 
nion with their master should be vividly remembered by his followers on 
its repetition, and so, gradually, the feast that was at first only a symbol of 
communion should become first associated with and then theologically in- 
separable from the Lord’s death. But in the Didache there is absolutely 
nothing of all this yet; the participation in the same bread and wine is 
only a reciprocal bond. And we catch in it the word Hucharist just at 
the moment when it was commencing the evolution which changed its 
sense. Consequently we have another proof that our treatise belongs to 
a time before that evolution had taken place which Paul thinks of as 
primeval, and which the Gospels represent to be such!” Surely, these are 
grave conclusions, involving much historical result. On what are they 
founded? A dream of M. Renan’s and the assumption of the extreme 
antiquity of the Didache, — for outside of the Didache there is no support 
for them. It is no doubt true that the eucharistic prayers of our 
treatise are astounding —almost inexplicable— when considered as eu- 
charistic prayers. And the position of M. Sabatier is more logical than 
that of say Dr. Schaff or Canon Spence or Dr. Hitchcock, who can apply 
these prayers to the Eucharist, properly so called, and yet assign them 
to an orthodox writer of about 100 a. p. It is simply impossible that 
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such an eucharistic service could have been held in an orthodox Christian 
church at that date. The key to the whole matter seems to be the 
phrase “after being filled,” in chapter x., and the concluding verses of 
that chapter. Dr. Schaff discusses Zahn’s remarks upon these words, 
but rejects his conclusions. But what right has any one to follow the 
Constitutions in transmuting “after being filled” into “after having par- 
taken,” especially when the invitation to the table is apparently given 
in ix.6? The truth of the matter seems to be that the Lord’s Supper is 
not to be placed at the end of chap. ix., but at the end of chap. x.; that 
the prayers heré given are not “eucharistic” in our sense of the word, 
but belong to the sacred feast or agapé, after which the Lord’s Supper 
was celebrated. It was, no doubt, not probably the most primitive cus- 
tom to thus celebrate the Lord’s Supper in marked separation from the 
agapé ; but, then, this only shows that the Didache does not belong to 
A. ἢ. 50 but to A. p. 100. After all said, I believe Zahn’s arguments re- 
main unanswered, and the view commended by him as yet far the most 
likely one. M. Sabatier’s investigations are, moreover, a strong corrobo- 
ration of it, inasmuch as they show that these prayers are quite the natu- 
ral ones for Jewish Christians to use at their feasts, and are very strik- 
ingly paralleled by those preserved for us in Jewish literature. That the 
blessing of the cup precedes here the blessing of the bread follows Jewish 
analogies ; but in the Lord’s Supper the other order was followed, even 
according to the Didache (ix. 5). The lack of formal communication of 
what was said at the supper itself is characteristic of the fragmentary 
character of the treatise and parallel to the omission of the doctrinal 
teaching before baptism. 

There is much else in the works before us that calls for discussion, or 
at least mention. It is already time, however, to close this notice. In 
closing, we should like to reiterate that all five of the treatises are worth 
the attention of the scholar. Mr. Harris gives us important paleograph- 
ical material. M. Sabatier discusses the teaching of the treatise from the 
standpoint of the Jewish analogies with a richness of illustration that 
leaves little to be desired, and with a freshness and spirit that carry the 
reader with him, even at times against his better judgment. Canon 
Spence’s is the most popular treatise of the number, and presents much 
fresh matter in a very pleasant form. Dr. Schaff’s and Drs. Hitchcock 
and Brown’s works are mutually supplementary, the latter being an edi- 
tion with critical prolegomena, and the former a discussion from the 
point of view of the historian, with supporting documents adjoined. 
America may well be satisfied with her part. No edition in English can 
stand comparison in value with either of these. Between them choice is 
difficult because of their very unlikeness. Dr. Brown made a mistake in 
not giving place to the Greek texts of the parallels in Barnabas, the Can- 
ons and Constitutions; Dr. Schaff in not discussing the critical ques- 
tions more fully. As it is, neither book is complete, and the English- 
speaking student should purchase both. Vv 
Benj. B. Warfield. 
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given with a temperate, even pen, ready to be stirred to enthusiasm if it 
lights on anything inspiring it, but finding nothing requiring more than a placid 
and somewhat melancholy interest, in a highly gifted and graceful mind and 
character, whose epitaph might be summed up in one word, Almost. Almost 
lovable, almost estimable, almost a genius, almost a Christian. If not in any 
true sense a power, the biography sets him forth in sufficient and not excessive 
fullness as what he certainly was, an influence, and that for a number of years in 
two countries, and more, and not an influence working against good. There 
is, therefore, sufficient reason why his memory should be cherished with a cer- 
tain tenderness by Andover, “the silver thread of whose Shawsheen” he has 
helped to make classic. 


Charles Ο΄. Starbuck. 
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elaborated. I indorse most heartily the following estimate from a recent 
review : — 

“We are not afraid to venture the statement that there is no other theolog- 

ical work in existence that presents an examination and analysis of the 
non-biblical records of the New Testament times as do the volumes of 
Schirer.” 
Perhaps no chapter in the whole volume is so rich as that of 50 pages on 
the Messianic Hope. It vividly depicts the development of the doctrine 
of the Messiah in the centuries intervening between the Old and New 
Testaments, and records the current opinions of our Lord’s day with ref- 
erence to Elijah as forerunner, the advent of the Messiah, the final onset 
of the hostile powers and their annihilation, the renovation of Jerusalem, 
the gathering of the dispersed, the kingdom of glory in Palestine, the 
renovation of the world, the general resurrection, the last judgment, 
eternal blessedness and damnation, and the suffering Messiah. While it is 
hardly necessary to state that the ideas here presented are in many points 
‘divergent from those which Jesus taught and exemplified, the necessity 
of thorough knowledge of the current Messianic expectation cannot be 
too strongly emphasized as a means of penetrating into the real signifi- 
cance of our Lord’s life and teaching. No one can assimilate the con- 
tents of this one chapter without gaining fresh insight into the Gospel 
story and perceiving a profounder meaning in nearly all that Jesus said 
and did. 

To say that the translation is better than that of many theological 
works still leaves much to be desired. Sometimes it suffers from exces- 
sive literalness, and sometimes unnecessary departures from the exact 
phraseology of the original have made the rendering clumsy and vague. 
In the main, however, the sense has been reproduced with sufficient accu- 
racy to preclude gross misunderstanding. Some exceptions to this have 
been noted, as in vol. ii., page 14, where “ Sie behaupten, dass alles durch 
das Geschick vollbracht werde” is rendered, ‘They assert that every- 
thing is accomplished by faith ;” page 16, where “ vermittelnde Ansicht ” 
appears as “‘interposing inspection ;”’ and page 27, where “ between them 
and their two opposite pursuits” is the rendering of “ zwischen beiden 
Bestrebungen.” In spite of occasional serious defects, the translation of 
this work ought to be in the hands of every Biblical student who cannot 
read it in the original. 

Typographically both the German and the English are excellent. The 
third and final volume of the translation of the second division of the 
work is published. 
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RENDEL Harris, Fellow of Clare Hall, Cambridge. Cambridge : H. W. 

Wallis. 1885. 8vo, pp. 36. 

TuE value of this little book stands in strong contrast with its meagre 
size. It presents us with a careful comparison of the language of “ The 
Teaching ” with that of certain parts of the Sibylline books, and the 
Pseudo-Phocylides. To this, several appendices dealing with interesting 
points in the interpretation or early use of “The Teaching” are aitached. 
To speak of these appendices first: The first of them points out that 
after the prayers in the Didache had otherwise passed out of use they 
appear to have been retained in use at the daily meal of communities of 
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virgins (Pseudo-Athanasius’ De Virginitate in Migne, xxviii. 265, 268). 
This favors the view which was suggested by Sabatier’s investigations 
that these prayers were not specifically eucharistic prayers, but rather 
belonged to the meals of the Christians in general, and are in the Didache 
attached, on that account, to the Agapae. The value of the statements 
quoted from the Acts of John in the second appendix, towards showing 
that chapters i.-vi. can scarcely represent the teaching given to catechu- 
mens preparatory for baptism, is lessened by the fact that they all come 
from Prochorus, who is not only late, but also apparently a romancer 
rather than traditionalist. They prove, however, that in his day a teach- 
ing concerning Father, Son, and Holy Ghost preceded baptism. The use 
of Χάρις as a name of Christ — a usage which may well have grown up 
from a misuse of Titus ii. 11 (or 1 Peter i. 13) —is traced in the 
third appendix; and the meaning of Maranatha is investigated in the 
fourth, — with the result of supporting the view which holds that it 
means “'The Lord has come.” The last appendix traces the sign of the 
truth which the Didachographer calls ἐκπέτασις through early Christian 
literature, showing that it was understood of the appearance of the cross 
in the heavens. 

Interesting and helpful as these appendices are, they must yield in 
importance to the main body of the book. Mr. Harris sets forth some 
thirty-three parallels with the Didache, taken from the Sibyllines and 
Pseudo-Phocylides. These, of course, differ in directness and impor- 
tance among themselves. In my judgment, the following remarks may 
be made with regard to them: (1.) All the parallels that are adduced 
with the title and with i. 1 and 2 of the Didache are too uncertain to allow 
any stress to be laid upon them. (2.) All of the important parallels are 
confined to chapters i—vi. of the Didache. In the case of only two par- 
allels derived from later chapters do I feel any hesitation in laying them 
aside at once. These are: Did. xvi. 5 = Sibyl. iti. 86, where, how- 
ever, the main matter comes either directly or indirectly, through Sibyl. 
vii. 412, from Malachi iii. 3, and the whole resemblance to the Di- 
dache turns on the use of the word κτίσις in this context. And Did. xii. 
3 = Pseudo-Phoceylides, 154 sqg., which is very striking and not unlikely 
to be a genuine adoption of words by the later writer from the earlier. 
(3.) The important parallels are confined to the second Sibylline book 
and the Pseudo-Phocylides. Doubt here attaches only to Did. ii. 4= 
Sibyl. iii. 387 sg.—a very striking parallel. And if this be judged 
genuine, a certain additional probability is thrown on the parallel, Did. 
xvi. 5 = Sibyl. iii. 86, that was mentioned above. (4.) That the author 
of the Pseudo-Phocylides had our chapters ivi. before him 1 cannot 
think can be doubted; nor that the author of the second book of the 
Sibyllines not only had Pseudo-Phocylides, but also the “Two Ways” 
itself. 

The close relationship of Pseudo-Phocylides to the “Two Ways” a 
pears to have been first noted by H. Werner in his edition of Bernay’s 
‘“‘Gesammelte Abhandlungen,” 1885 (Preface, p. 5 sq.), and was acknow]- 
edged by A. Harnack in the “Theologische Literaturzeitung,’ 1885, 
7, 160. Sabatier’s words in “La Didache,” etc., p. 51, notes 78 and 79, 
appear to rest on an independent observation of the same phenome- 
non. Mr. Harris’s service consists in pointing out the literary parallels 
in detail. I cannot see how any one who will attentively observe the 
relation of the Didache iv. 5-8, for instance, to Pseudo-Phoe., lines 22 
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and 23, 28 sq., or of Did. iii. 1, 2, to Pseudo-Phoc., lines 76, 57, 63, or 
of Did. ii. 2-5, to Pseudo-Phoc., lines 3, 4 [149, 184], 16, 12,7, 4, — can 
doubt that borrowing has taken place, or who was the borrower. This 
will, of course, force us to return to Sealiger’s opinion that the poem is the 
work of ““ἀνωνύμον Christiani ;” and both Harnack and Harris now point 
out internal evidences that such is the fact, and others could readily be 
added to what they have adduced. When we ask when this anonymous 
Christian wrote, I see no reason why we should not say early in the second 
century. Stobaeus is the first to cite him; the second book of the Sibyl- 
lines the first to use his work ; and, in my judgment, the first six chap- 
ters of the Didache which he has used are in their very warp and woof 
Christian and not Jewish, and are built upon Matthew’s Gospel, as Dr. 
Caspari has truly recognized. ‘The text of the Didache that was used 
by the Pseudo-Phocylides was apparently of that type which I have 
elsewhere called the Egyptian, and from which Barnabas and the Canons 
drew, and the Latin version was made. 

The second book of the Sibylline Oracles used what I have called the 
Syrian text and knew Did. i. 3-ii. 1, which is lacking in the other text, 
and of which the Pseudo-Phocylides drops no hint. It even alters the 
Pseudo-Phocylides (line 23) so as to introduce (ii. 77) a hint of Did. i. 
6, and thus gives us our earliest trace of the existence of that enigmatical 
verse. Neither the Pseudo-Phocylides nor the Sibyllines prove to be of 
much help in the textual criticism of the Didache, — unless we judge that 
the ἀπέχεσθαι of the former points to λίαν πρόσεχε in Did. vi. 3, as the 
true reading, instead of the φεῦγε; which is read here by the Constitutions. 

Another series of quotations from “The Teaching,” which Mr. Harris 
has buried in a foot-note (p. 15), is too important not to be dragged from 
that obscure lurking-place. These are found in the tract of doubtful age, 
“‘Syntagma Doctrinae,” printed with Athanasius’ works. Their impor- 
tance consists in this: They are apparently drawn from “The Teaching ” 
itself, as the preservation of διὰ παντός, for instance, in column 840 
(from Did. iii. 8), which appears to be preserved in no other source but 
the Bryennios MS. itself, goes to show; and yet the text they have 
drawn from stands in the very closest relation to that used by the Canons. 
This latter fact may be observed most pointedly in the quotation in col- 
umn 836. Here not only does the writer pass immediately from i. 2 
(where his words have been deflected into nearer agreement with Deut. 
vi. 4) over to ii. 2, thus omitting, with Barnabas, the Latin, the Canons 
[and the Pseudo-Phocylides], the section i. 3-ii. 1; but, what is of 
more importance, he gives the sins with which ii. 2 opens in the exact 
order in which they occur in the Canons and nowhere else. So far as 
the post-positing of pederasty is concerned, Barnabas and Clement of 
Alexandria (Paed. ii. 89) come also to their support; and the question 
becomes a very difficult one whether murder, adultery, fornication and 
pederasty be not the original order. At all events, here is another wit- 
ness to my Egyptian text. 

It is with the greatest personal satisfaction that I observe that every 
new discovery concerning the Didache and its use in the church falls 
naturally in with the partition of the documents which I have repeatedly 
proposed into two great classes: One, the relatively oldest and purest, 
represented by Barnabas, the Canons, the Latin and its followers, and 
now we see, also, by the Pseudo-Phocylides and the Pseudo-Athanasius ; 
and the other by the Bryennios MS. and the Constitutions, and now, as 
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we see, by the second book of the Sibyllines. The whole Didache prob- 

lem takes a different aspect when this fact is recognized, and becomes at 

once easier and more hopeful. / 

Benjamin B. Warfield. 
ALLEGHENY, Pa. 

Persia, THE Lanp oF THE Imams. A Narrative of Travel and Residence ; 


1871-1885. By James Bassett, Missionary of the Presbyterian Board. 
16mo. Pp. xvii.,342. 1886, $1.50. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons. 


Tuts book does not bring Persia before us, in its outer aspect and its 
inner life, in the well-massed vividness of Mr. Benjamin’s letters. The 
style has no special charm, and the descriptions incline to be confused 
and monotonous, the more so from assuming a good many things as 
familiar to the reader which are only familiar to the writer. But, though 
the details are broken, the same general impression comes out distinctly 
in both writers, as does the mighty cone of Demavend, towering above 
Teheran, though so much more dimly in the one than in the other. And 
Mr. Bassett, of course, knows Persia more completely on all its sides. 
Both give us to see a land of endless deserts and mountain-chains, but 
bursting out, wherever the touch of water comes, into magical beauty 
and fertility, radiant with roses, and musical with nightingales, with the 
usual abatements which every one who has lived in a terrestrial paradise 
knows how to make for himself. Mr. Benjamin, the ambassador, natu- 
rally gives us a brighter picture, drawn from the homes of the great; 
Mr. Bassett, the missionary, a more lowering one, reflecting the dis- 
couragements of the poor. Both show us a country wretchedly mis- 
governed, as every Moslem country is, was, and ever will be; but Mr. 
Bassett represents it as steadily and unequivocally declining in wealth 
and in industrial skill. Yet we have seen it declared that within twenty 
years agriculture, the foundation of everything, has largely advanced. 
Who can decide the point, in a country where a census would almost cer- 
tainly be a cheat ? 

But any picture of Persia is less wretchedly depressing than one of 
Turkey. The Persians are Aryans, of a peculiarly vivacious tempera- 
ment and imagination, and the Turanian races of the country are neither 
oppressors nor oppressed, but, as here shown, easily melt into the ruling 
stock, being of the same religion. Thus the nation is homogeneous and 
indigenous, and the mightiest revolutions of religion and government 
have not permanently broken its continuousness. The Persian of to-day 
is the true countryman of Darius. Christians and Jews, it is true, and 
the few remaining adherents of the once illustrious creed of Zoroaster, 
are as much oppressed as they would be by Islam anywhere, but they 
make up altogether only one hundred and thirty thousand out of five 
millions, or ten millions, as you choose to accept the higher or the lower ᾿ 
estimate. Thus Persia is a true nation, working out its own destiny. 
According to another traveler, this destiny is a matter of universal dis- 
cussion among the Persians, all agreeing that they are to be swallowed 
up by Christendom, but differing as to whether they are to be absorbed 
by England or Russia. Unhappily the cave of the Scythian Cyclops is 
much the nearest. 

Mr. Benjamin brings out the intense Moslem exclusiveness of the Per- 
sians, far exceeding even that of the Arabs, outside of Mecca, and making 
it certain death for one of another creed, were he of the very highest 
rank, to be seen ina mosque. Mr. Bassett, on the other hand, describes 
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cessor will show the same. — The missionaries have been greatly cheered 
by the visit of a special delegate from the Synod of New York, the 
revered and beloved Dr. Nelson, the first delegate from the churches at 
home, not a missionary, whom they had ever received. How strengthen- 
ing such a visit is none can fully know who has not been in such a field. 
They say: “The presence in the Knooshya’’ —a Conference of Protes- 
tants — “of Dr. Nelson, and his addresses, through an interpreter, capti- 
vated the hearts of all. They were charmed by his very manner and 
tones, and could scarcely be satisfied with their limited opportunities for 
hearing the ‘venerable father.’ It has done them great good, 1 believe, 
to see one of the able and devout men who influence the counsels of the 
great Presbyterian Church in America, and support this missionary work. 
We beg that we may see many more such on our field.”” — Mr. Labaree 
reports that the college is full to its maximum number (sixty), and an en- 
larged preparatory department has been added to the female seminary. 
A new high school has been opened, making four in all, where the boys 
board themselves. They are a very popular branch of the work. — Rev. 
5. G. Wilson says: “The Christian public have not been called upon 
sufficiently to rejoice over the publication of another version of the 
entire Bible. This time it is in the Ararat-Armenian, a dialect which 
has the sweetness of a mother-tongue to 600,000 Armenians in Caucasus 
and Persia.” — Rev. J. H. Shedd says: ‘The first Sunday of April was , 
the feast of the Resurrection, which our reformed people observe with as 
much interest as the old Church. It was the Communion Sabbath at 
Geogtapa, and a memorable day this year, as it was last. I was invited, 
and preached for them. The congregation was near five hundred. 
Seventy-six new members were received, and over sixty propounded for 
the next communion. The gospel is prevailing certainly in that village, 
and drawing into the Church the mass of the people. The new members 
and candidates embrace a large number of young men, both married and 
single.” — On July 15th and 16th the semi-centennial jubilee of the Nesto- 
rian Mission was celebrated on the college grounds at Oroomiah. Fifteen 
hundred men and women assembled, — a more orderly, rationally devout 
and steadily attentive company, it is remarked, than could be brought 
together elsewhere between the Euphrates and the Indus. The exercises 
lasted two days. “The air was redolent with the precious memories of 
early missionaries, especially of Miss Fiske and Miss Rice. The presence 
of some of their first pupils added no little interest to the occasion. One 
gray-haired woman, one of Miss Fiske’s earliest girls, came a distance of 
two days, half the way on foot, over rough mountain roads, to attend 
the jubilee.” One thing marks the difference between 1835 and 1885: 
then there was not a woman in Oroomiah that could read; now, when 
the women who could read were asked to rise, three fourths of them stood 
up. — Dr. E. W. Alexander writes that medical missionary work is ac- 
tively carried on in Oroomiah, and in the new stations of Tabriz, Salmas, 
Teheran, Hamadan. In these four stations a total of twenty thousand 
patients are attended annually. ‘“ Of these twenty thousand a large major- 
ity are Mohammedans, who have been trained from childhood to hate 
all Christians, but whose prejudices vanish, to a great extent, with their 
pains.” 


Charles C. Starbuck. 
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BIBLICAL AND HISTORICAL CRITICISM. 


THE “DIDACHE” VIEWED IN ITS RELATIONS TO OTHER WRIT- 
INGS.1 


It is proposed to discuss in this paper the peculiar and complicated re- 
lations which the ‘“‘ Didache” bears to other ancient writings, and to pre- 
sent the conclusions at which we arrive in regard to its origin and struc- 
ture. 

The most prominent fact in connection with the “ Didache”’ is the 
close relationship which its first five chapters sustain to the Epistle of 
Barnabas, the Latin fragment of the Doctrina Apostolorum, the Ecclesi- 
astical Canons, and the Apostolical Constitutions. The first and funda- 
mental question which this relationship suggests is, With what did the 
common matter of these different works originate? With this question 
we shall first concern ourselves. 

I. What is the original source of the common matter which appears in 
the documents mentioned? Upon this point the opinions of investigators 
are greatly divided. The majority have found tle original either in Bar- 
nabas or in the ‘‘ Didache,” but a few critics, seeing the inadequacy of 
either supposition to explain the facts of the case, have put back of both 
an older source. This we consider the only tenable hypothesis, and yet, 
while accepting it, we differ entirely, as will appear, with its strongest 
advocate, Professor Warfield,” in regard to the nature of the original and 
its existing representative. 

To prove the position that an older source lies hack of the “ Didache ” 
and Barnabas, we wish to show, first, that the common matter as found 
in Barnabas is not original, but must have been drawn from an earlier 
source, and secondly, that our Bryennios’s “ Didache” is not that source. 
That the Barnabas appendix is not the original of the common matter 
has been maintained by many writers,® some of whose arguments we sins 
briefly recapitulate. 

Barnabas throughout his Epistle 1 is a copier who works over a mass of 
oral and written traditions, and it is most natural therefore to suppose 
that he copies in this section also. Again, at the end of chapter xvi., 
he seems to look back over his Epistle as if it were completed, and then 
goes on to say, “ Let us pass over to another knowledge and teaching.” 
These words certainly imply nothing less than that the writer is about to 
make use of new material. The word γνώσις, which is here added to 
διδαχή, is (as Holtzmann remarks) characteristic of the author of the 
Epistle (being found in no less than ten different sections), and denotes 
the high authority of what he is about to give. When we come to exam- 


1 [The following paper was prepared before the appearance of Professor 
Wartfield’s contribution in the December number of this Review. Such coinci- 
dences as occur are the result of independent investigations. — Eps. ] 

2 See his able essay upon the Latin fragment in Schafi’s Teaching of the 
Twelve Apostles, p. 220 sq. 

8 See Zahn, Popa zur Geschichte des N. T. Kanons ; Theil iii., pp. 312- 
314. E.L. ΗΝ The Guardian, June 25, 1884. Funk, Theol. Quartalschrift, 
1884, p. 399 sq. Holtzmann, Jahrbiicher Siir protestantische Theologie, 1885 ; 
Heft i., p. 158 sq. Brown, in Hitchcock and Brown’s Teaching of the Twelve 
Aposiles, p. Xxxii. sq. 
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ine the section itself (chapters xvill.-xx.) the ‘style: and: arrangement 
betray at once all the marks of a copy. ‘That the orderly and logical ar- 
rangement which appears in all the other documents could have origi- 
nated with the confused and disordered mass which is found in Barnabas 
seems upon the face of it impossible. Striking illustrations of this lack 
of order are given by Zahn, by E. L. Η.. and. by Brown, and many of 
them are seen to be such as ean be satisfactorily explained only upon 
the supposition that Barnabas quoted from an older source, and, either 
through lack of memory or with the intention of showing his independ- 
ence, ‘changed utterly the arrangement of the original. ‘The most notice- 
able of the many cases is perhaps the insertion of the words φυλάξεις ἃ 
παρέλαβες in Barnabas xix. 11, where they make no sense, and where 
they could not possibly have been placed by the original writer. We 
need not repeat more of the numerous arguments urged by others, but 
may add to them the following considerations. 

That Barnabas’s arrangement is not the original is indicated by the fact 
that all the other witnesses, the Latin, the “ Didache,” the Canons, and 
the Constitutions, follow a totally different order and at the same time 
agree almost exactly among themselves. It seems much more natural to 
suppose Barnabas a confused and sporadic copy, entirely out of the line 
of development, than to suppose it the source from which was later de- 
veloped the arrangement which appears with scarcely a variation in all 
other witnesses. And yet again, the words, “light and darkness,” by 
which the two ways are characterized in Barnabas, must be a change 
from an original source and not the original itself. For were these words 
original the unanimity with which the other witnesses, the “ Didache,” 
the Canons (which follow Barnabas in many points), and the Constitu- 
tions, use the words, “life and death,’ with no mention of “light and 
darkness,” could not be explained. The expression “light and dark- 
ness ” is a favorite one with Barnabas,! who is fond of figurative language, 
and its substitution here for “life and death” is thus easily explained. 
That he knew of the original “life and death” is seen from his words 
in chapter xx. 1, “ For it is a way of eternal death.” In view of these 
arguments it seems certain that Barnabas, in chapters xviiii—xx., must 
have drawn from an earlier source. 

In the second place, that this earliest source cannot be the “ Didache” 
as we have it admits of equally solid proof. Professor Warfield remarks, 
“Only a few of the most discerning spirits saw that on the one hand 
Barnabas bears all the marks of a copier, and on the other the “ Di- 
dache’ fails to furnish the matter which he borrowed, and therefore felt 
bound to assume that they both borrowed their common matter from a 
third source.” ? While concurring with him in this conclusion, we do not 
base it upon the same grounds. Our first reason for believing that the 
« Didache,” as we have it, is not the source of Barnabas is not that it 
‘*‘ fails to furnish the matter which Barnabas borrowed,”’ but that Barna- 
bas failed to use so much which the “.Didache ” does furnish. The ar- 
gument is ὦ silentio, and yet when we examine the matter which Barna- 
bas omits we shall, as it seems to us, find the argument conclusive. The 
most striking omission is the section “ Didache” iii. 1-6. Examining 
the matter and the style of this section, it occurs to us at once that Bar- 

1 See chapter v. 4, where the “way of darkness’”’ is spoken of ; and xx. 1, 


where it is called the “ way of the black [one] ” (τοῦ pédavoc), 
2 Schaff’s Teaching, p. 221. 
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nabas would certainly have used it had he known of it. How he could 
have forgotten or could have resisted employing material so exactly in 
accordance with his taste is inconceivable. The figurative manner of 
expression would have delighted him. The balancing of the clauses, one 
over against another, and the heaping up of particulars under each head 
are just what we should have expected from him. And yet he shows 
not the slightest trace of this section in any part of his Epistle. The 
conclusion seems inevitable that it was unknown to him. 

Again; the section “ Didache ” i. 3-ii. 1 is omitted not only by Bar- 
nabas, but also by the Latin fragment and the Canons. This threefold 
omission can be explained only upon the supposition that the document 
(whatever it was) from which these three drew likewise omitted this sec- 
tion. In other words, the “ Didache,” as we have it, could not have 
been the source from which these three drew their common material. - 

To these considerations we may add the very important fact that there 
is strong reason for supposing that a document of the general nature of 
the first half of our “ Didache” circulated in the church independently 
of the second half. The name “ Duae Viae,” under which it is supposed 
by most writers that our “‘ Didache ” is referred to, is applicable only to 


_the first six chapters. Still further, Barnabas and the Canons who use 


; ‘these chapters so freely show no knowledge of the remaining chapters. 


Again, as remarked by Harnack, Krawutzcky, and others, Athanasius, 
in speaking of the Διδαχὴ τῶν ἀποστόλων as used for the instruction of 
Catechumens,! could not have included the latter half of the ‘“‘ Didache,” 
which is entirely inapplicable to catechumens, — indeed is addressed, in 
distinction from the first half, to the officers and members of the church, 
the plural form of address being used instead of the singular. When 
we add to this the fact that Athanasius used the singular Διδαχή, as if 
speaking of a single well-known document, the conclusion is very strong 
that he knows nothing of our “ Didache,” as a whole, but refers to a 
document which covers the substance of no more than the first six chap- 
ters. This document, when considered in the light of the facts already 
stated, is most naturally identified as to its general substance with the 
original source for which we are searching.” 

We may refer here, as additional testimony for the independent exist- 
ence of the original document which we have described, to the mention 
of the ‘“ Didache” by Nicephorus of Constantinople. [16 refers to it in 
his “ Stichometry,’’® and gives its iength as two hundred lines. This 
measurement, as shown by Gordon,’ instead of favoring a reference to the 
Bryennios ‘“‘ Didache”’ opposes it. The length of the Epistles of Clement 
(2,600 lines, according to Nicephorus) is 1,120 lines in the “ Jerusalem” 
manuscript. Upon this calculation the “ Didache” of Nicephorus must 
have been but about two fifths of the length of the Bryennios “ Didache.” 
This very significantly corresponds closely to the length of our supposed 
original in the augmented form used, as shown later, by Clement and 


1 Athanasius, Fest. Ep. 39 ed. Migne, ii., col. 1437. 

2 Our conclusion seems far more natural, and certainly fits the facts of the 
case better, than that of Professor Brown, who, in speaking of the lack of ac- 
quaintance with chapter vii. sq. on the part of the Canons, says: “It is very 
natural that the early chapters which the author of the ‘ Teaching’ himself 
designates as required in pre-baptismal instruction should actually have be- 
come detached from their original connection, and been circulated by them- 
selves ’’ (p. xviii.). 

3 Migne, i., col. 1060. 4 Modern Review, July, 1884, p. 455. 
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Athanasius. An examination of the list given by Nicephorus shows that 
it follows exactly the list found in Pseudo-Athanasius (‘ Synopsis,” ὃ 76), 
and implies that the writer had in mind the particular document there 
referred to. And besides, his use of the singular διδαχή agrees with 
Athanasius and Rufinus over against Eusebius. We can, therefore, claim 
Nicephorus, with right, as a witness to the independent existence of the 
original document. 

We conclude, then, as a result of our investigations that an original 
source underlies the common matter of the “ Didache,’ Of aera of 
the Latin fragment, and of the other parallels. The references to this 
document by subsequent writers will be considered later. 

II. Having thus proved the existence of a common source we have 
next to investigate the place and date of its composition. We refer it, 
without hesitation, and with little fear of contradiction, to Egypt, and put 
its composition as early as the latter part of the first century. 

For Egypt speaks the fact that it was known and used there by Barna- 
bas, and by the Canons, was quoted by Clement of Alexandria and re- 
ferred to by Athanasius. Both for Egypt and for an early date speaks 
the lack of quotations not only from the New Testament as a whole, but 
also from the separate books. The only other region that has been urged 
with any show of probability for the origination of the “ Didache,” as a 
whole, is Syria, including Palestine. All the arguments which have been 
given for its Syrian authorship are applicable, as will be seen upon exam- 
ining them, only to the latter half. Among these arguments the only one 
which may, at first glance, be supposed to support the Syrian authorship 
of the original “ Two Ways”’ is the number of quotations from the Gos- 
pel of Matthew which it is said to contain. As to this point it is 
very significant to notice that, of the eighteen to twenty-two quotations 
in the “ Didache ” which are referred to Matthew, but six occur in the 
first six chapters; and, further, of these six, three occur in the section 
i. 3-11. 1, which is omitted in Barnabas, the Latin fragment, and the 
Canons, and which, as we shall later in this paper endeavor to prove, is a 
Syrian addition. Of the remaining quotations the one in “ Didache” 
iii. 7, ‘Be thou meek for the meek shall inherit the earth,” is referred 
by all commentators to Matthew v. & It is important to remark that it 
is not an exact quotation from Matthew, but is taken literally, with the 
single insertion of the article before γῆν, from the LXX of Psalms 
xxxvii. 11. Again, in Barnabas are found only the words “ Be thou 
meek,” the last clause being omitted. We are not obliged, therefore, 
to suppose a knowledge of Matthew on the part of the writer of the 
original document. We are at liberty to conclude either that the latter 
part of the clause was quoted by the original directly from Psalm 
XXXvil., or, what is far more probable in view of the omission of Bar- 
nabas, that it did not stand in the original, bnt was inserted after- 
ward by the “ Didache ” and the Canons independently, very likely under 
the suggestion of the use of the clause by Matthew. That the compiler 
of the Canons depended upon Matthew at this point rather than upon the 
original source seems probable, when we notice his substitution of the 
words ‘“‘ Kingdom of Heaven ” for “the earth” against all witnesses, even 
the Coptic Canons. These words were probably taken by him, through a 
slip of the memory, from the conclusion of the first and similar beati- 
tude. The variation at this point favors the view that the concluding 
elause did not exist in the original source. That the words “ Be thou 
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meek” of the original were not taken from Matthew is further probable 
from the fact that all the other beatitudes are omitted, though at least a 
part of them might be expected here owing to their applicability to the 
subject in hand. 

The two remaining quotations occur in i. 2, and are referred, the 
one to Matthew xxii. 37-39; the other to Matthew vii. 12. Of the 
first, “Thou shalt love God who made thee; secondly, thy neighbor as 
thyself,” it may be said, unhesitatingly, that it is not a quotation from 
Matthew. This will appear very clearly upon comparison with the Canons 
and Constitutions, which insert characteristic features of the Matthew 
passage which do not occur in the “ Didache.” The commands occur 
frequently in the Old Testament (for example, Deuteronomy vi. 5, and 
Leviticus xix. 18), and they must have been constantly upon the lips 
of the early Christians as forming the very basis of the Christianity 
taught by Christ. Of the second, which is referred to Matthew vii. 2, 
it may be said that it is neither in form (the form is negative) nor in 
words a quotation from Matthew. It is no more than a formulation of 
the oral tradition as to Christ’s teaching on the subject, and falls below 
his true teaching to the level of already existing principles of morality. 
The Gospel, the authentic record of his words, first gave the positive 
form. When we compare the want of quotation, thus shown, with the 
profuse use of the Gospel of Matthew in the remainder of the “ Didache,” 
the argument for the Egyptian authorship of our original document be- 
comes very strong. 

We may remark, finally, upon this subject, that if the “ Didache” as a 
whole dates from Egypt, then all reason for referring the original source 
to Syria vanishes. If, on the other hand, the “ Didache” as a whole be- 
longs to Syria (as we shall endeavor to prove) then, accepting our posi- 
tion that there existed an original document, we must assign it to Egypt, 
or accept an almost inconceivable series of transmissions and retransmis- 
sions from one country to the other. 

The date of Barnabas (not much later than 100 A. D., or even earlier, 
according to Funk) compels us to put this original source well back into 
the last quarter of the first century. There is nothing in the document 
itself to preclude so early a date; indeed, internal indications point that 
way, especially its apparent ignorance of all of our Gospels. There is 
nothing, in fact, which would prevent a still earlier date. But enough 
that it is to be put as far back as the last quarter of the first century. 

III. We must next study the nature of this original and the course 
of its transmission. 

It consisted, to speak in a general way, of the first five chapters of our 
“Didache,”’ with the omission of i. 3-ii. 1, and ii. 1-6. Barnabas omits 


¥ 


the latter section, which can be explained, as shown already, only by its - 


omission in the source from which he drew. Barnabas, the Latin frag- 
ment, and the Canons all omit the section i. 3-1i. 1, which can be ex- 
plained only upon a like supposition. This section looks upon the face 
of it like an interpolation. It is made up wholly of quotations quite 
against the style of the rest of the “Two Ways” document, and the 
awkwardness of the phrase ii. 1, inserted to introduce the resumption of 
the original, broken off at i. 3, betrays a later hand. 

This document, originating in Egypt in the latter part of the first cen- 
tury, was first used in a very loose and illogical way by Barnabas, who 
quoted probably in great part from memory, or, as suggested by Zahn, 
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changed the order intentionally, with the design of appearing independent, 
and thus produced an arrangement totally different from that of the e orig- 


inal. That the original cannot agree with Barnabas in its arrangement is 


evident from the preponderance o of testimony against it. The sameé inter- | 


nal arguments, also, which were urged to prove that Barnabas could not 


be its own original stand here against a similar arrangement of the source | 


from which it drew. 

The Latin translation followed, basing itself upon the original source, 
but at the same time, with the customary liberty of a translation, taking 
some matter from Barnabas, and perhaps adding new material of its 
own. This, as a Latin translation, exercised apparently no influence 
upon the development of the Greek document, as no traces of it are found 
in the later Greek recensions. The translation may have been made in 
the West, though its use of Barnabas renders it probable that it belongs 
to Egypt. That the Latin fragment follows Barnabas rather than pre- 
cedes it is evident from its use of the two expressions, “life and death,” 
“lioht and darkness,” over against the single phrase “ light and dark- 
ness’ of Barnabas, and the single phrase “life and death” of all the other 
witnesses. Had the original contained both expressions how can we ex- 
plain the agreement of these other witnesses in the single phrase “life 
and death” and their absolute silence as to the “light and darkness”? 
The reason for Barnabas’s substitution has been mentioned already (page 
431), and seems sufficient. When the bearing of this has been carefully 
considered we submit that the conclusion as to the priority of the Latin, 
drawn from a comparison of the clauses in regard to the angels,” must 
be overweighed. And, indeed, with no more than the single sentence 
from which to argue, we confess ourselves unable to conclude that the 
Latin, on account of its greater brevity at this point, must have been orig- 
inal, and that its statement could not have resulted from a condensation 
of the Barnabas clause. The insertion of the clause by Barnabas seems 
very natural, having been suggested by the use of ἐξουσίας preceding, 
which was introduced as a complement to διδαχῆς. Wishing to justify 
the insertion and to explain and illustrate its meaning, he did it, in his 
usual figurative manner, by describing the ways as ruled over, the one by 
the angel of God and the other by the angel of Satan. Whether the 
conception originated with him or with Hermas matters not. 

We may at this point discuss briefly the relation of Hermas to the 
documents which we are considering. He shows a resemblance at cer- 
tain points which implies some sort of connection. We may throw out 
at once, however, all supposed connection of Hermas Vis. iii. 4 with 
** Didache ” iv. 7, 8 and Barnabas xix. 8 and 11; also of Mand. xi. 
with “ Didache” xi. In this last both go back upon Matthew vii. 15- 
20, but both go their own way independently of each other.? But 
Mand. vi. 2 presents a resemblance to the angel clause of Barnabas and 
the Latin which seems to show dependence upon one side or the other. 


1 Against Warfield, who not only puts the Latin before Barnabas, but also 
makes it the representative of the original source. The latter view seems ab- 


solutely refuted by the existence of the angel clause which, omitted as it is - 


by the Didache and by the Canons, could not have belonged to the original cA : 


source. That the Latin is even later than Barnabas the argument we have 7 
given above seems to prove. Warfield appears to have overlooked the impor- 
tant bearings of the significant phrases quoted. 

2 Warfield : Schati’s Teaching, p. 221. 

8 Cf. Zahn, Forschungen zur Gesch. des N. T. Kanons, Th. iii., p. 315. 


eu 
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In the previous section (Mand. vi. 1) “two ways” are mentioned, the 
one straight (ὀρθή), the other crooked (στρεβλή). This favors the sup- 
position of some connection between the documents. We have no data 
in the passage itself for determining which is the original. If the early 
date of Hermas be maintained,’ knowing its speedy transmission through- 
out Christendom, we should conclude that both Barnabas and the Latin 
drew from him. If, however, the late date of Hermas be accepted,” we 
must suppose that he knew either Barnabas or the version of the “ Two 
Ways” represented by the Latin translation. 

Both Barnabas and the Latin may very likely have reached Rome be- 
fore the middle of the second century. The point is one of small impor- 
tance at any rate, and in the present state of uncertainty as to the date 
of Hermas it is impossible to decide with any degree of assurance. 

Hermas, Mand. viii. 3-5, has a list of specifications which suggest the 
‘way of death” of our original scurce. A connection here is possible 
though by no means certain. Internal evidence tells us nothing as to 
which was the copier, but the early date of the original “'Two Ways” 
renders it probable that it had reached Rome before Hermas wrote, and 
might well, therefore, have been familiar to him. ‘The connection of 
Mand. ii. 4—6 with “ Didache ” i. 5 will be considered later. 

We may at this point mention Lactantius. The Divine Institutes 
(Bk. vi. chap. 3), and the Epitome (chap. 59) exhibit parallels to the 
early portions of the documents under discussion. We think that Dr. von 
Gebhardt, who discusses these parallels carefully,’ has shown conclusively 
that Lactantius (in ideas though not in language) drew directly from the 
Latin. We should judge from this that the Duae Viae known in the 
West was essentially the Latin Doctrina of which we possess a fragment. 

After the writing of Barnabas — whether before or after the Latin 
translation we have no certain means of knowing — the original source 
was augmented by the addition of the section “" Didache” iii. 1-6. That 
this must have been added at the latest early in the second century is 
proved by the fact that a clause from it (‘ Didache ” iii. 5) is quoted 
by Clement of Alexandria * as γραφή, which implies that it formed an in- 
tegral undisputed part of a writing which he refers to under that term. 
The writing itself, as we have seen, belongs to the latter part of the first 
century, and was, therefore, very naturally looked upon by Clement as 
Scripture in the wider sense, but were this section an interpolation of 
late date, many copies of the original must have been in circulation with- 
out it, and the passage well known to be spurious could hardly have been 
quoted by him in such a way. And again, the early date of the addition 
is proved by the fact that it appears in our completed “ Didache ” (which, 
as we shall prove later, belongs to Syria), and must, therefore, have been 
added before the transmission of the original to that country. 

The ‘‘ Didache,” augmented in this way, and with perhaps slight 
changes incident upon the copying and transmitting of any document, 
became gradually stereotyped in form, was used for the instruction of 
catechumens, and was regarded as Scripture in the broad sense. In the 


1 97-100 according to Zahn. 

2 Latter half of the second century. See article of Dr. Hort in the Johns 
Hopkins University Circular, December, 1884, in which he shows that Hermas 
made use of Theodotion’s version of Daniel. 

8 See Harnack, pp. 283-286. 

4 Strom. i. 20, Potter’s ed., p. 377. 


1886. ] Biblical and Historical Criticism. 437 


third century it was used in the compilation of the Ecclesiastical Canons. 
These follow very closely the substance and_arrangement_ of the aug- 
mented source over against Barnabas, but at the same time are evidently 
acquainted with Barnabas, and occasionally insert clauses taken from 
him (see, for example, the opening sentences of the two works). 

It is this augmented source which is mentioned by Athanasius as 
Διδαχὴ καλουμένη τῶν ἀποστόλων. The document in its Latin transla- 
tion, whether with or without the section of the ““ Didache”’ iii. 1-6 we 
have no means of knowing, was familiar to the Western church under the 
name ‘ Duae Viae,” or “ Judicium Petri,’ and the Latin name better 
known in the West was very naturally substituted by Rufinus? for the 
διδαχή of Athanasius. 

In the mean time, while the “Two Ways” was thus assuming a ster- 
eotyped form in Egypt, a transmission of the document to Syria took 
place. This transmission must have followed the addition of the section 
“ Didache ” ii. 1-6, for this section is found in the Syriac recensions. 
It must have occurred very early, — not later than 110 A. p., — probably 
as early as the very beginning of the century. Supposing the addition 
of the section just named to have taken place after the compilation of 
Barnabas, we can yet put the transmission as far back as 100, if we ac- 
cept Funk’s date for the Epistle of Barnabas (96-98). But we are not 
compelled to suppose that Barnabas chronologically precedes this addi- 
tion ; we have only to suppose the section to have been added to a copy 
of the original which Barnabas had not seen; the recension which fell 
into his hands having remained unchanged. This point, however, is of 
small importance ; we can, in any case, suppose the addition to have 
been made soon enough to allow of the transmission of the augmented 
document to Syria very early in the second century. 

In Syria the document gradually received new additions, notably the 
sections i. 3-ii. 1* (consisting of quotations from Matthew and from 


1 Warfield puts Barnabas, the Latin fragment, and the Canons together as 
representing one recension over against the Didache and the Constitutions. It 
will be seen from what has already been said that this is only in part true. 
The Canons stand against Barnabas and with the Didache and the Constitutions 
in two very important particulars : the general arrangement of the matter, and 
the insertion of the section Didache iu. 1-6. In the light of this comparison, 
the two recensions, as held by him, seem to be the result of a too superficial 
generalization, resting as it does upon only a small part of the observed facts. 
No such generalization tits all the phenomena. 

2 Rufinus, Commentarius in Symbol. Apost., ec. 38, ed. Migne ; col. 374. 

The Judicium given by Jerome (De Viris Iilustribus, ec. 1, ed. Vallarsi, tom. 11. 
col. 813), among Peter’s works is probably to be identified with this document. 

8 The date of the section i. 3-ii. 1 is difficult to determine. The question 
depends upon its relation to Hermas. Mand. ii. 4-6 resembles Did. i. 5 so 
closely that some connection must be admitted. The passage in Hermas read 
in its connection does not give us the impression of a quotation. The style of 
the whole section is uniform, and we can discover no points at which a quotation 
begins or ends. 

Again, as Zahn remarks, the quotation (on whichever side it was made) is 
very exact verbally, and it is not likely that Hermas would quote from a late 
apocryphal book so much more closely than from any of the New Testament 
books. Still further, the Didache contains, in close connection, words from 
Matthew, and also a very striking quotation from an unknown source, all of 
which Hermas omits ; an omission not easy to explain if he used the Didache. 

In regard to the passage as it stands in the Didache, we may remark that 
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other sources) and chapter vi. ; and became, in the course of time, some- 
what changed, perhaps, in minor points of style and arrangement. As 
thus altered (though in all probability as yet without the section i. 3-ii. 
1), it was combined by a Syrian or Palestinian writer with a series of 
ordinances relating chiefly to church rites and discipline, and the docu- 
ment thus completed formed the “ Didache ” essentially as we now have 
it, and was given the name “ Teaching of the Twelve Apostles” from 
the fact that its first part already bore that honorable name, and the doc- 
trine of the whole was known to be in strict accord with that taught by 
the Apostles in Palestine and in the East, and especially by James of 
Jerusalem. Proceeding from some church of that region closely related 
in spirit to the Jerusalem church, it could with peculiar fitness assume 
the name “ Teaching of the Twelve Apostles.” 

There are reasons for supposing that the bulk of the second part al- 
ready existed and was in use in this part of the church. The fact that 
the first half rests upon an earlier source furnishes at least a presumption 
for this. But however this be, the combination as we have it, — the 
issue of the document as a manual for catechetical instruction and for 
the use of church officers and members, — must have taken place early 


in the century ; not later, certainly, than the first quarter, probably before 
120.1 


the Didache quotes throughout the section, and it is probable, therefore, that 
this, too, is a quotation. If a quotation, we know of no source except Hermas 
from which it could have been taken. 

Again, the Didache speaks expressly of a commandment (τὴν ἐντολήν), 
“ Blessed is he that gives according to the commandment,” and then follows 
the parallel with Hermas. Hermas calls the directions which he has given — 
the substance of which stands in the Didache — a commandment, concluding the 
section with the words φύλασσε οὖν τὴν ἐντολὴν ταύτην. ‘The connection is cer- 
tainly significant. 

Still further, Clement of Alex., who shows a knowledge of this or a similar 
passage (Fragm. ex Nicetae Catena, in Matt. v. 42, Potter’s ed., p. 1013), agrees 
more closely with Hermas than with the Didache. It is probable, therefore, 
that both he and the Didache drew from Hermas. (Clem. Alex. uses Hermas 
frequently, often mentioning him by name.) The question as to the date of 
this section, then, will depend upon the date of Hermas. If we agree with 
Zahn in putting Hermas as early as 100, we are no nearer a decision as to the 
date of the section than before. If, however, as the discovery of Dr. Hort 
seems to necessitate, we put Hermas as late as 150, this section must be thrown 
into the latter half of the second century. A confirmation of the lateness of 
the insertion is found in the fact that the Constitutions omit a part of this sec- 
tion, and show variations throughout which seem to imply that there lay before 
the compiler a recension of the Didache made before the addition of this sec- 
tion, while he added, at this point, matter which he had seen in other and later 
recensions, but perhaps only vaguely remembered. The Const. (Bk. iv. e. 3) 
show a clear use of the fragment of Clement mentioned above in a lengthy 
quotation almost verbally exact. The exactness of the quotation, together 
with the omission of all matter characteristic of the Didache section, and the 
fact that the first six books nowhere show a knowledge of the Didache, prove 
that the Constitutions at this point drew directly from Clement, without the in- 
terposition of the Didache. Clement, meanwhile, and the Didache, in their 
agreement with Hermas, while omitting the characteristic features each of the 
other, show their direct dependence upon him and their independence of each 
other. 

2 The early date of the last half of the Didache can be fully established 
upon purely internal grounds. (See Hitchcock and Brown, p. xe. sq. ; Schaff, 
p- 119 sq.) If it belongs to Syria, the simplicity of its ecclesiastical organiza- 
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The “ Didache” thus completed became, later, the basis of the seventh 
book of the Apostolical Constitutions, which adheres very closely to 
its original in general arrangement, but shows at the same time resem- 
blanees in certain points to the Egyptian documents, which lead us to 
suppose it based upon a recension of the ‘“ Didache,” varying slightly 
from that which we now possess in the direction of the Egyptian orig- 
inal. 

IV. We have thus assigned our completed “ Didache” to Syria or 
Palestine. Let us examine in detail our reasons for this position, some 
of which have already been mentioned in the course of our discussion. 
As remarked above, the choice lies between Egypt on the one hand and 
Syria, including Palestine, on the other. 

To begin with the external grounds for our position. 

First, the seventh book of the Apostolical Constitutions, which dates 
from Syria, is based upon the “ Didache ” as a whole, following its order 
and arrangement almost without a variation, and it is a significant fact 
that it is the only known work which bears such a relation to it. The 
presumption is certainly very strong that the document thus employed 
by the Constitutions belongs not to that country in which every trace 
of its existence is lacking, but to the region to which the Constitutions 
themselves belong. 

Further, three witnesses, Barnabas, the Latin, and the Canons (at 
least two of which are known to be Egyptian), omit a certain section 
(** Didache,” i. 3-11. 1) which is found in the “ Didache”’ and in the 
Constitutions, which stand thus, in this particular, over against the other 
three witnesses. Our presumption is certainly strengthened by this fact. 

Again, the course of transmission which we have supposed puts into 
the region of Syria two documents bearing the same name, but very dif- 
ferent as to scope, contents, and length; one, the short moral treatise ; 
the other, the longer manual for church use, including the former, and 
yet at the same time differing entirely from it in its aim, and in all 
probability not wholly superseding it in the church of that region. When 
Eusebius, then, speaks of ai λεγόμεναι Ardayal,’ we see that his plural 
exactly fits the state of the case as we have supposed it to exist in Syria. 
It is inconceivable that he could have used the plural to designate simply 
variant copies or recensions of the same work. The term must include 
works actually differing as to scope and matter ; we know of none which 
could be called by that name except our “ Didache” as a whole, and the 


tion as compared with the developing episcopacy of the Ignatian Epistles stamps 
it at once as belonging to a period not later than the first quarter of the sec- 
ond century. We do not propose in this paper to enter into a discussion of 
the question of date. An early date has been maintained by many besides 
those mentioned, and is, as we think, satisfactorily proven. An Egyptian origin 
permits a somewhat later date, and leads Harnack to bring the terminus ad 
quem down to 160. But he grants that an earlier date must be accepted if the 
document be put into Syria. His arguments against a time before 120 do not 
seem at all conclusive. The one based upon a higher and lower grade of mo- 
rality carries the most weight with it, but this is drawn from chap. vi., which 
is found only in part in the Constitutions, and, like section i. 3-ii. 1, may be a 
later interpolation. 

1H. E., iii. 25 ; Migne, ii., col. 269. Nicephorus Callistus follows Eusebius 
in using the plural. Eccles. Hist. iii. 46 ; Migne, i., col. 888. So Anastasius 
Sinait., Patriarch of Antioch, at the end of his Questiones, according to a Paris 
manuscript quoted by Cotelerius in his Patres Apost. i. 197. 
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original “'Two Ways,” or “ Didache,” as it too was called. On the other 
hand, against an Egyptian origin is the fact already noticed, that Atha- 
nasius, in referring to the “ Didache,” could have meant only the first half. 
That he could not have included more is proved not only by the utter 
inapplicability of the latter half for the instruction of catechumens, but 
also by the fact that its position in regard to church organization is ut- 
terly at variance with the principles and practice of Athanasius’s time. 
The seventh book of the Apostolical Constitutions, which belongs prob- 
ably to the same century, shows the changes which a compiler of that age 
thought it necessary to make in order to render the book appropriate 
for church use. And further, Athanasius’s use of the singular proves 
that this was the only work of that name known to him and to those for 
whom his writings were intended, and precludes absolutely the possibility 
of the existence in Egypt in his time of a document of greater length 
and of a different nature, such as our present “ Didache.’”? ἡ 

Before turning to the internal evidence for our position we must dis- 
cuss some supposed quotations from the latter half of the “ Didache ” 
which might be claimed to favor an Egyptian origin for the whole. Bar- 
nabas in chap. iv. is said to have used chap. xvi. 2 and 3 of the “ Di- 
dache.” Upon examination we find that the parallel narrows itself down 
to a single sentence. Comparing chap. iv. of Barnabas and chap. xvi. of 
the “‘ Didache,” sentence by sentence, we cannot fail to receive an im- 
pression that neither drew directly from the other; each contains so 
much which the other utterly ignores, and the two go their way appar- 
ently so perfectly unconscious of and so entirely uninfluenced by the 
course of the other. The ““ Didache ” chapter is based upon Matt. xxiv. ; 
Barnabas bears not the slightest resemblance to it. And yet Barnabas, 
as elsewhere, is made up throughout the chapter almost wholly of bor- 
rowed matter. No one pleading for the priority of either has yet been 
able to find any good reason in the passage itself for holding the original- 
ity of one in preference to the other. ‘The conclusion, then, seems clear 
— as clear as in the case of the Barnabas appendix compared with the 
first chapters of the “ Didache”’ — that both took the passage in question 
from a common source. We might throw out the suggestion (space for- 
bids a discussion of it) that the original “'Two Ways ” may have possessed 
a hortatory, eschatological conclusion containing the passage in question. 

Our attention is next called to Clement of Alexandria (De Divite 
Servando,’ chap. xxix): “ He who hath poured out the wine, the blood 
of the vine of David ;” cf. “ Didache,” ix. 2: “ We thank thee our Father 
for the holy vine of David thy servant which thou hast made known to us 
through Jesus thy servant.” The parallel is brief, but the peculiarity of 
the expression renders it striking. The representation of Christ as a 
vine was very common in the early church ; Clement himself in another 


1 That Eusebius, although writing in Syria, may have been thinking of 
Egypt, and of the Didache current there, as well as of Syria, is of course pos- 
sible, and. yet the fact remains that his plural must have been meant to include 
two different works. Athanasius’s singular admits of only one work known to 
him. If the Didache as a whole, then, is to be thrown into Egypt, the original 
source which furnishes ground for Eusebius’s plural must be thrown out of 
Egypt, and we are then involved in all sorts of absurdities. 

2 The singular Διδαχή occurs twice in Athanasius’s works: in his Fest. Ep. 
39 (see above, p. 482% note) ; and in Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis Scripture 
Sacre, § 76, ed. Montfaucon, ii. 202. 

3 Potter’s ed., p. 952. 
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place (Paed. i. 15) speaks of the wine of the vine as allegorically signi- 
fying the blood of the Logos. The only thing to be accounted for then 
in the present case is the use of the compound phrase “vine of David.” 
In regard to this we may remark that there is every reason to suppose 
that the second half of the “ Didache,” as well as the first, is a compila- 
tion from older sources. Many internal indications, into a discussion of 
which we cannot enter here, point that way.’ No portion is more likely 
to have existed before the compilation than the liturgical forms. It is 
not probable that the individual compiler should himself have composed 
these ; he undoubtedly recorded prayers already in general use. That 
Clement should know them, even though he did not know the “ Didache,” 
is not only possible, but probable. But, even if these words should be 
supposed to have originated with the “ Didache,’ yet they might very 
speedily have become separated from that document, and, as liturgical 
forms spread both rapidly and widely, might well have been known in 
Egypt before Clement’s time. 

Let us turn now to the arguments for our position furnished by the 
“ Didache ” itself. All who have contended for a Syrian origin have 
done so solely on internal grounds, and in the face of what they have 
considered strong external testimony for an Egyptian authorship. Their 
arguments have all been met at the start by a counter-presumption, and 
have therefore received less consideration than many of them merited. 
Having established, as we think, a presumption upon external grounds in 
- favor of an Asiatic origin for chapters vi.-xvi., we approach the question 
from an entirely different standpoint. Do internal indications, then, go 
against our presumption, or do they favor it? 

We need not repeat the sound arguments urged by Dr. Schaff (pp. 
123-127) ; the resemblance of the theology to that of James, the Jewish 
Christian tone (cf. Bryennios, p. 5’), and the significant phrase in the eu- 
charistic prayer (ix. 4). We wish, however, to lay especial stress upon 
the great use which the “ Didache” makes of the Gospel of Matthew.’ 
It is a significant fact that of some eighteen clear references to that Gos- 
pel — or to Matthew in connection with Luke — every one of them be- 
longs either to the latter half of the “ Didache” or to the section i. 3-ii. 
1, which we have assumed to date from Syria or Palestine. The bearing 
of this fact cannot be mistaken. Such a profuse use of a single Gospel 
at so early a date, and a use which is confined to certain well-defined 
portions of our document, portions which, upon other grounds, are shown 
to be of later and different origin, certainly argues very strongly for their 
origination in a region where that particular Gospel was especially known 
and used, and where was that but Syria or Palestine ? 

Still further, the designation of the prophets as “ High priests” (xiii. 
2), while pointing to the influence of Jewish rites and customs, shows at 
the same time that development in hierarchical views from which grew 
in the same part of the world, but a little later, the Epistles of Ignatius, 
with their great emphasis (betraying a transition state) upon the three 
orders of the ministry. 


1 For some evidences of this see Gordon, Modern Review, July, 1884. 

2 Compare the sparing use which Barnabas makes of the Gospel of Mat- 
thew. In the entire Epistle, 80 much greater in length than the Didache, we 
find but two clear quotations from Matthew; Barn. iv. 14, cf. Matt. xx. 16 
and xxii. 14; and Barn. v. 9, cf. Matt. ix. 13. Even these two show an ad- 
vance over the original Two Ways, which illustrates the difference in date. 
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Finally, Lucian’s “ Peregrinus Proteus ” furnishes at least a presump- 
tion in favor of a Syrian or Palestinian origin for chapters xi. and xii. 

Let us consider next the arguments which have been urged against our 
position. The argument for Egyptian authorship based upon the use of 
the “ Didache” by Egyptian writers applies, as we have shown, only to 
the original “Two Ways.” For the Egyptian origin of the remainder 
of the “ Didache” is urged the fact that traveling teachers and apostles 
were numerous in Egypt. But from Eusebius (H. E. iii. 37) + we learn 
that such traveling evangelists were to be found everywhere during the 
first and second centuries. The directions in chapter xi. remind us of 
the sending out of the seventy in Palestine (a direct reference to the Gos- 
pel is made in xi. 3), and xi. 4 recalls the words of Matt. x. 40. Again 
it is urged that the ““ Didache” agrees with the Sahidie version of Upper 
Egypt in the form of its doxologies, which omit βασιλεία. But Gregory 
of Nyssa’s use of the same form ? destroys the force of this. And on the 
other hand the presence in so old a document of the doxology with the 
Lord’s Prayer points toward Syria where (according to Westcott and 
Hort) the doxology originated. 

The only argument of weight which has been urged against a Syrian 
origin is drawn from the undeveloped character of the ministry in the 
«ς Didache” as compared with the Epistles of Ignatius. In regard to this 
we may remark, first, that we assign the “ Didache” to a date earlier 
than that of the Ignatian Epistles. In the second place the emphasis 
which Ignatius puts upon the episcopal office and his reiteration of the 
duty of obedience to the bishop betrays clearly a transition state, and 
prove that the office was neither so old nor so widely established as to 
stand undisputed. In his time the new office may not have been estab- 
lished even throughout the whole of Syria. Again, the ‘ Didache ”’ itself, 
as mentioned above, shows, in the designation of the prophets as “ high 
priests,” an advance in hierarchical views leading to though not reaching 
the position of Ignatius. And, still further, in chapter xv. there may 
be, as claimed by Gordon,? traces of this same progress toward a hie- 
rarchy. 

We conclude, therefore, both upon external and internal grounds that 
our completed “ Didache”’ belongs to the region of Syria or Palestine. 

To sum up briefly the main results of our investigations, we hold that 
an earlier and as yet undiscovered source underlies the common matter 
of our parallel documents ; that this source had its origin in Egypt; was 
used in the composition of Barnabas, and formed the basis of the Latin 
translation; was augmented somewhat and afterward quoted by Clem- 
ent ; was used by the Canons and referred to by Athanasius. As thus 
augmented it was carried to Syria, and became the basis of the first five 
chapters of our present “" Didache,” the compilation of which was the 
work of a Syrian or Palestinian writer. 

Finally, we believe that the first five chapters of the Bryennios “ Di- 
dache,” with the omission of the sections i. 3-11. 1, and iii. 1-6, are, 
though not indeed an exact, yet the best known Pa of the 
original source. 

Arthur C. "MeGiffert. 


BERLIN, GERMANY, December, 1885. 
1 Migne, ii., cols. 292-293. 


2 De Oratione Dominica, V. Migne, i., col. 1193. See S¢chaff, p. 124 note. 
8 Modern Review, July, 1884, p. 474. 
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quality of a book, known upon other grounds to exist, and cannot rightly 
be regarded as a word from which, by a deductive process, the qualities 
of the book can be determined.” For this reason he believes with Bishop 
Goodwin that “we have no other means of knowing what the inspiration 
of a book means, besides an examination of these very (ὦ. 6. the inspired) 
writings.”” Accordingly he uses the inductive method in seeking the 
specific quality of Scripture, and sums up the results obtained by it in his 
statement about the Bible. This statement, into which are condensed 
the inferences drawn from a vast and complex mass of facts, cannot in 
the nature of the case be as brief and simple as an a priori definition. It 
is not unlikely that some member of the Council or Association receiving © 
the statement, who has never thought of any other way of determining 
what the Bible is than of making a definition of the inspiration which is 
needed to produce a book containing an infallible revelation, will com- 
plain that the statement is complicated in structure and obscure in its 
details. “ Why these inquiries concerning the human element in the 
sacred books?”’ he may ask. ‘“ Why the examination of the place the 
writer held in the historical development of revelation ? Why this subtle 
talk about an inspiration in the community from which that of the sacred 
writer is inseparable? Why did not the candidate use a simpler method 
of finding the truth; that of taking the book as God’s word, and draw- 
ing out a conception of the inspiration to which, as the one sufficient 
cause, the book is to be attributed ?”’ 

The answer is that the candidate did not do this because he believed 
that the truth could not be found in this way, and that those who crit- 
icise him for not employing their method need to reéxamine the 
grounds on which they cling to it. Until they are fully convinced that 
the reasons often urged of late for abandoning it are invalid, they should 
hesitate at least to measure by it the results produced by another with 
which they are unfamiliar. 


Ἷ 


flo. 10 
BIBLICAL AND HISTORICAL CRITICISM. 


THE DIDACHE AND ITS KINDRED FORMS. 
(WITH ESPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE PAPER OF DR. M°GIFFERT.) 


Two very interesting discussions of the original form and the trans- 
mission of the Didache have been published during the last few months, 
and operate naturally to attract our attention anew to these important 
problems. One of them, by Dr. Bratke, appeared in the “ Jahrbiieher fiir 
protestantische Theologie” (1886, ii. 302-311), and the other by Dr. A. 
C. McGiffert, in “The Andover Review” (April, 1886, pages 430-442). 
I should like to call attention to the results and methods of these two 
papers, not without the hope that in doing so I may be able to bring 


some new material to the support of the theory which I have elsewhere 
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82 Biblical and Historical Criticism. [ July, 


advanced with reference to the original text and the transmission of 
the ‘Two Ways.” 

Dr. Bratke’s paper bases itself on Holtzmann’s interesting discussion 
published in the same journal for 1885 (i. pages 154-167), and takes its 
start from that scholar’s finding that the Bryennios MS. furnishes the 
matter common to its chapters i—vi. and the parallel passages in other 
documents, only in relatively the oldest form. Bratke is convinced that 
our Didache as it lies in the Bryennios MS. has arisen from a redaction 
which brought together an old treatise on the “Two Ways” and a later 
addition. He undertakes to prove, first, that the various writings that 
represent or have drawn from the “Two Ways” cannot have borrowed 
from one another, but must all have drawn from a common source ; 
and then proceeds to find this common source most. closely represented by 
the Latin version unearthed by von Gebhardt, while its range of matter is 
represented by chapters i.—vi. (with the omission of i. 3-6) of our Didache, 
to which are to be added, perhaps, the moral elements of chapters vii.—xvi. 
This original Didache, called from the point of view of its origin the 
“Teaching of the Twelve Apostles,” and from the point of view of its con- 
tents the ‘Two Ways,” was intended for the instruction of individual 
Christians, and was written in Egypt before Barnabas. It was later en- 
riched by the addition of a church order, — essentially chapters vii.—xvi., 
— called The Teaching of the Lord through the Twelve Apostles, and this 
addition was made in Syria some time before Clement of Alexandria. 

With the main outlines of this conclusion I am in entire agreement. I, 
too, believe that the original Didache was made in Egypt, while the text 
that has come down to us in the Bryennios MS. is due to a redaction in 
Syria. I, too, believe that the various documents that represent our Di- 
dache are co-witnesses to the original common source (or, better, text) 
rather than borrowers from one another. But I cannot accord with all of 
Bratke’s contentions, and especially find myself unable to attune my think- 
ing to the occasional rigor of his statements. For instance, when he tells us 
(page 304) that the absurdity of the order in which Barnabas gives us the 
common matter forbids our maintaining that he had our Didache before 
him and forces us to believe that he used only a similar text, he proves 
either nothing or too much. Again, when he tells us that Clement 
(Strom. i. 20, 100, ed. Potter) cannot be quoting our Didache iii. 5, because 
the words are not exactly enough taken from this passage, few of us will 
be able to follow him. Most irritating of all is the mixed truth and ex- 
aggeration of what he says of the Latin version: in rightly recognizing 
its value, he allows himself to exaggerate the difference between it and 
the Bryennios MS., and even to say that it brings together in the fullest 
completeness the thoughts and figures which are found separately in 
Barnabas, the Bryennios MS., the Canons, and the Constitutions! This 
is certainly a difficult statement to support from the phenomena of some 
fifteen lines all told ; and the actual fact is, that except the phrase “ light 
and darkness,” and the clause concerning the angels, both of which are 
found in Barnabas, the fragment contains absolutely nothing which will 
justify the terms in which it is described. Holding, as he does, that the 
Latin version is the truest representative of the original Didache, Dr. 
Bratke surely does not mean what he says when he declares that Hermas, 
Mand. ii. 4-6 = Did. i. 5, is the sole trace of relationship between these 
two documents (page 310). Surely the parallel, Mand. vi. 2 = Did. 
(Lat.) i. 1, is even closer. 
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Two points of much greater importance to the theory itself need more 
extended consideration. Why does Bratke hold that the original Di- 
dache contained no part of the church order? and why does he hold the 
type of the Didache represented by the Latin (and Barnabas) to be the 
original Didache? I shall not deny the possibility of the first of these 
conclusions being right; but who can deny the possibility of its being 
wrong? Bratke depends on the absence of this ecclesiastical matter from 
Barnabas, the Canons, and other early witnesses ; the use, as Athanasius 
and Rufinus witness, of the Didache for the catechumens, for which the 
portions on church order are but little suitable ; the short compass of the 
book as described by Nicephorus; and internal difficulties (which, how- 
ever, all concern the section i. 3-11. 1.). But the fact still remains that 
our earliest witnesses appear to have known also the latter portion of 
the Didache. Bratke is constrained to admit that Barnabas, for instance, 
quotes in chapter iv. the sixteenth chapter of the Didache, and on this 
ground supposes that some parts of vii—xvi. were found in the original 
“Two Ways.” But if some parts, what parts’ The moral parts, such as 
were suitable for catechetical instruction, says he. But can we thus decide 
the matter, just that it may fit our theory? Certainly there is a problem 
here not to be too hastily cut through, to which we may return again. 

On the other matter, I wish to speak with the caution that becomes 
one who has fallen into the same error himself. In my first essay on 
this subject,’ after having shown that the Latin and Barnabas draw off 
to one side, with the general support of the Canons, against the Bryennios 
MS. and the Constitutions, I carelessly took it for granted that the for- 
mer text, because the most anciently attested,—and in the form the 
most anciently attested, — was therefore the original. I was not long in 
finding out my error, and have corrected it in various places since.” Dr. 
Bratke has, however, fallen into the same snare. In what way does the 
recension witnessed to by the Latin approve itself as relatively original? 
Only in its omission of i. 3-ii. 1. The insertion of the conflate reading 
ini. 1 or of the angel-clause in the same verse certainly is not commended 
by internal evidence; and the special peculiarities of the Latin version, or 
of Barnabas, alone, are very specially condemned by internal evidence. 
There is no good reason for supposing that Barnabas +- Latin is a less 
corrupt text than that which Bryennios + Constitutions furnishes, except 
in the one omission of i. 3-ii. 1, where we have the witness of the Canons 
adjoined. We must have, in other words, the testimony of the whole 
Egyptian text, and not only of that subsection of it which is represented 
by Barnabas and the Latin, before we can speak of its greater original- 
ity. And even then the true, that is, the original, text of the Didache is 
not to be sought in either recension separately, much less in any one sub- 
recension, but in the combined testimony of both. 

The reader thus cannot fail to be disturbed by occasional positions 
taken up by Dr. Bratke, not all of which are unimportant parts of his 
theory. But the main outlines of his theory, whether arrived at by a 
happy divination or by a careful collation, appear to be sound. That the 
Didache has undergone a recension which has brought it into the textual 


1 Schaff’s Oldest Church Manual, p. 220 sq. 

2 The Andover Review, December, 1885, p. 596; the Bibliotheca Sacra, Jannary, 
1886, p. 102 sq.; The Presbyterian Review, January, 1886, p. 176; The [New 
York] Independent for March 4, 1886; and, so far as the stereotyped plates al- 
lowed, in Schaff’s Oldest Church Manual, 2d edition. 
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form presented in the Bryennios MS. ; that it originally lacked i. 3-6 ; 
that its birthplace was Egypt and the place of its greatest growth 
Syria; that the Egyptian form is represented by Barnabes, the Latin, 
and the Canons, and the Syrian by the Bryennios MS. and ne Constitu- 
tions, —all these are points which I have elsewhere tried to establish, and 
which Bratke explicitly recognizes. And these constitute the essence of 
his theory. 

In these main outlines Dr. McGiffert fully accords with Bratke, al- 
though he has reached his conclusions not only independently, but appar- 
ently by a more thorough and careful study of the documents. Dr. 
McGiffert has done me the honor of laying a paper of mine — the five 
and a half pages that I contributed to Dr. Schaff’s volume — at the base 
of his discussion. And in the main criticism which he passes upon 
my paper I have nothing to do but frankly to allow that he is right and 
I was wrong. As I have already explained, I erroneously pointed to 
the Latin version and its close congener, Barnabas, as representing the 
text of the Didache as it was originally given to the world; it is with 
perfect right that Dr. McGiffert opposes to this his own contention that 
the first chapters of the Bryennios Didache are, when certain omis- 
sions have been made, though not, indeed, an exact, yet the best as 
yet known representative of the original text. Dr. McGiffert begins 
by proving that Barnabas is not his own original, and next shows that 
the Bryennios MS. cannot be, as it stands, the original of Barnabas’s quo- 
tations, and thus reaches the conclusion that a common original source 
underlies the common matter of the various witnessing documents. He 
next argues that the place where this original source was composed is 
Egypt, and that the date of its composition must be pushed well back 
jnto the last quarter of the first century. Its contents he confines to 
chapters 1.--ν. of the Didache, with the further omissions of i. 3-ii. 1 and 
iii. 1-6. He follows this determination of the nature of the original 
“Two Ways” with a very interesting sketch of the history of the trans- 
mission of the treatise, as “first used in a very loose and illogical way 
by Barnabas,” next translated into Latin, not without suffering admixture 
from Barnabas, then, after having been augmented by 11. 1-6 (though 
whether this took place before or after the Latin translation was made 
is left undecided), quoted by Clement and worked up by the Canons, and 
then, again, after being transmitted to Syria (which took place as early 
as A. Ὁ. 110), receiving the final addition of i. 3-1. 1 and getting united 
to a series of ordinances concerning church matters, and thus becoming 
our complete Didache. Evidently, there is an element of fact and an 
element of interpretation of the facts in this historical sketch; and if 
we sift out the facts of transmission as read by Dr. McGiffert from the 
interpretation he has put upon them, we may obtain his theory of the at- 
testation of the “Two Ways.” This may be graphically represented as — 
follows : — 


The Two Ways. 
(A. D. ee Egypt.) 


| ane (100—) >, (Two Ways, augmented ane iii. 1-6, 100+.) 
atin..---°"*" ἜΠΟΣ 
(100-+) : ott MeL ἢ, πῆ ΜΝ 
| Canons. (Syrian Two Ways, with i. 3-ii. 1) 
Lactantius Go pa a 


| | 
Constitutions. Bryennios MS. 
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With the main outlines of Dr. McGiffert’s theory I have already ex- 
pressed my hearty agreement. ‘The details in which I find it impossible - 
to fully agree with him are made visible in the above-given table, and 
may now claim our consideration. 

First, I find it impossible to believe with him that the Latin has bor- 
rowed from Barnabas, rather than that their similarity has arisen from 
common inheritance. It is to be observed that the alternative is not that 
the Latin either followed Barnabas or preceded him ; I have not intended 
to put the Latin itself, but only the type of text represented by it, before 
Barnabas. A careful reéxamination of the relations of the two docu- 
ments only serves to confirm me in the opinion that the Latin is taken 
from a peculiar text which also underlies Barnabas. I have elsewhere 
pointed out the likelihood that Barnabas drew his disorganized account 
of the angels that preside over the two ways from the source represented 
by the Latin, rather than that the Latin borrowed from him, and I must 
continue to hold to this opinion despite Dr. McGiffert’s explanation of 
how Barnabas was led to insert the clause. For, after all, this explana- 
tion does not account for the matter; it is not so much the origin of the 
clause, or what induced either writer to put or retain it in his text, that 
we are investigating (satisfactory account of this might be given which- 
ever was supposed to have originated it) as the relation between the two 
documents. And this relation is very much complicated by the fact that 
the same clause occurs in Hermas (Mandate vi. 2), and that in a form 
much closer to the form found in the Latin than to that given by Barna- 
bas. After arguing that Barnabas was here the original of the Latin, 
Dr. McGiffert adds somewhat strangely : “‘ Whether the conception orig- 
inated with him or with Hermas matters not.” There is some truth in 
this, but it seems fatal to the general contention. It is equally difficult 
to believe that Hermas originated it, Barnabas disorganized it, and then 
the Latin reorganized it (accidentally ?) back to Hermas’s form from 
Barnabas ; or that Barnabas originated it and both the Latin and Hermas 
reduced it independently to order in such similar ways. Yet ex hypothesi 
we are confined to these two views: and the two other views that would 
otherwise be possible, namely, that Hermas originated it and both Barna- 
bas and the Latin drew independently from him, or Barnabas originated it 
and the Latin drew from him and Hermas from the Latin (or vice versa), 
sin equally with the others against the law of parsimony. Above all, 
none of these views are as natural, considering the manner of Barnabas 
and the apparent hints in the matter itself, as the simplest of all views, 
namely, that the type of the “ Two Ways” which underlies the Latin and 
Barnabas had this clause, and both have inherited it, — the Latin in the 
form that lay before it, and Barnabas in as wildly disjointed a form as 
the rest of his inheritance from the same source has taken. The fact that 
the Latin does not insert it at the point where Barnabas has it is a strong 
further evidence that it did not get it from Barnabas. 

Dr. McGiffert relies for his view, however, chiefly on the “significant 
phrases,” “life and death,” “light and darkness.” ‘Had the original,” 
he asks, “contained both expressions, how can we explain the agreement 
of the other witnesses in the single phrase ‘life and death,’ and their ab- 
solute silence as to the ‘light and darkness?’” Here the word “ orig- 
inal” is the misleading one: “original” of what? As a polemic against 
the position which I had taken up with regard to the originality of the 
Barnabas + Latin recension, this remark is final: it is very unlikely that 
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this conflate reading stood in the original “'Two Ways.” But as an 
effort to determine the relations of Barnabas and the Latin to each other 
it is inoperative. For although it cannot be contended that the original 
Didache contained both expressions, yet it may be that they stood side 
by side in the original of Barnabas and the Latin, which form a closely 
related sub-recension. In this view of the case, Dr. McGiffert’s ques- 
tion has no bearing on the matter, which depends for its decision solely 
on the probabilities that arise from the internal phenomena. Now put 
side by side the two sentences, — 


Viae duae sunt in seculo, vitae et mortis, lucis et tenebrarum ; 
ὋὉδοὶ δύο εἰσὶ διδαχῆς καὶ ἐξουσίας, ἣ τε τοῦ φωτὸς Kal ἣ TOD oKdTOUS, — 


and ask as a mere matter of probability which is relatively the more 
nearly original text. Does the Latin look as if it came from Barnabas, 
or Barnabas as if it came from a Greek represented by the Latin? 
Thereis no question, of course, that the Latin gives a conflate reading ; 
the question is, Did it make it by conflating Didache-+ Barnabas, or 
does Barnabas draw from the already conflated reading? Let us note 
that the Latin is not a conflation of Didache + Barnabas, but of Didache 
-+- part of Barnabas. Further, that the duplex phrase in Barnabas, 
preserving in some sort the rhythm of the conflated reading, looks as if 
Barnabas had the double reading before him. Further, that this is borne 
out by the fact, drawn from Barnabas xx. 1, that Barnabas knew also 
the other reading. ‘The penchant which Barnabas elsewhere shows for 
the phrase “light and darkness” does not prove that it was original with 
him, but only that he loved it, which does not seem inconsistent with its 
having been borrowed by him, even if it came to him out of the Didache. 
On the whole, is it not rather more likely than not that both Barnabas 
and the Latin had a conflated Greek text before them — especially 
when it is otherwise certain that both had a Greek Didache before them 
which has furnished most of their common matter? 

It will not be possible to go thus in detail over the whole of the matter 
in which these two documents coincide. And it is not necessary. A few 
general propositions may be asserted, which seem sufficient to determine 
the codrdination of the two. The Latin contains too few of Barnabas’s 
supplements to be easily held to have drawn supplements from him ; out 
of all his multitude it has only “light and shade” and the angel-clause. 
Barnabas does not furnish all the supplements which the Latin takes, for 
example, “in seculo” and “aeternum.” Barnabas’s very disturbed order 
is never followed by the Latin; it does not place even the angel-clause in 
the same position, and this alone is enough to throw grave doubts on the 
theory that it borrowed this clause from Barnabas. Where the Latin is 
disordered (as in ii. 2 sg.) it is not from Barnabas that it gets its dis- 
order. In the face of such strong facts as these I submit that it would 
require very direct evidence indeed to make us believe that the Latin 
borrows from Barnabas; and on. account of them I feel constrained to 
continue to believe that these witnesses are independent descendants of 
one common original recension, which, old as it is, was already corrupt. 

Next, I am forced to remain unconvinced when Dr. McGiffert denies 
. the close affiliation of the Canons with Barnabas and the Latin (page 437). 
As against Bratke, who follows Holtzmann in asserting that the Canons 
do not depend directly on Barnabas, I agree with Dr. McGiffert in be- 
lieving that their author was evidently acquainted with Barnabas and 
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occasionally inserts clauses taken from him. This does not, however, 
destroy the evidence of the close affiliation of the texts that underlie the 
two; both because I hold thus far with Holtzmann, namely, that we can- 
not explain all of the agreements as borrowings, and because they' have 
common omissions as well as insertions. Dr. McGiffert is excusable in 
suspecting that my opinion was “the result of a too superficial general- 
ization,’ seeing that he wrote without knowledge of the paper (in the 
“ Bibliotheca Sacra,” January, 1886, pages 102 sq., especially pages 107 
sq., notes) in which I gave a sample of my reasons for it. But if I am in 
error I cannot claim indulgence on this ground. It is as the result of ex- 
haustive collations most minutely compared that I have reached and yet 
hold to this classification. I shall not repeat those reasons here, but shall 
content myself with referring the interested reader to them as stated in 
the paper which I have already named. Certainly, the reasons brought 
by Dr. McGiffert in rebuttal will not stand much pressure: ‘“ The 
Canons,” says he, ‘“ follow very closely the substance and arrangement of 
the augmented source over against Barnabas.”’ And again: “The Canons 
stand against Barnabas and with the Didache and the Constitutions in 
two very important particulars: the general arrangement of the matter, 
and the insertion of the section Didache iii. 1-6.” It must be by a slip 
of the pen that the arrangement of the matter is thus reiteratedly dwelt 
upon in this connection. Dr. McGiffert has very explicitly recognized 
that the arrangement in Barnabas is due to him, not his source ; and we 
are now discussing the affiliations of the Canons not with Barnabas him- 
self, but with the source which Barnabas used. ‘“ Barnabas,” he tells us at 
page 431, “15 a confused and disordered mass,” “a confused and sporadic 
copy,” and he very justly says on page 434-35 : — 

“The document, originating in Egypt in the latter part of the first century, 
was first used in a very loose and illogical way by Barnabas, who quoted prob- 
ably in great part from memory, or, as suggested by Zahn, changed the order 
intentionally with the design of appearing independent, and thus produced an 
arrangement totally different from that of the original.” 

What bearing, then, can the arrangement or substance of this sporadic 
and disarranged copy have on the question now in hand? Nor is the 
second point of more weight. Suppose we admit that because Barnabas 
does not quote iii. 1-6 therefore it was not in his copy. Still, the Canons 
would class with him over against the Bryennios MS. and the Consti- 
tutions ; as the presence of i. 3-ii. 1, for instance, in the latter pair ad- 
vertises to even the reader who runs. The formula which we present 
is not Barnabas + the Latin +-the Canons; but (Barnabas + Latin) 
+ the Canons; and a document does not have to agree verbatim with 
all the members of its class. The absence of iii. 1-6 from the source of 
Barnabas might raise a presumption that it was absent from the source of 
the Latin too, perhaps, but none at all that it was absent from the source 
of the Canons, on my arrangement of the class affiliations. Indeed I 
may go further; althouch Dr. McGiffert formally opposes my arrange- 
ment, his own is practically the same with mine. On page 442 he tells us 
that the Egyptian form of the Didache is witnessed in one form by Bar- 
nabas and the Latin, and in another by the Canons, Clement, and Atha- 
nasius ; while the Syrian form is witnessed by the Bryennios MS. and (as 
we learn from page 437) with less completeness by the Constitutions. This 
is just my contention; and although I have drawn out the scheme of 
Dr. McGiffert’s theory differently above, it may just as well be put ina 
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form which would place the Canons in a great group including it and the 
sub-group Barnabas-Latin and opposing the Syrian group, which sepa- 
rates itself from this whole group in this: that it excludes i. 3-ii. 1, and 
vi. The effect of this new arrangement would be, however, to make it 
plain to the eye that 111. 1-6 was part of the original text. For whether 
we adopted Dr. McGiffert’s theory about the relation of the Latin to 
Barnabas or my own, by this slight and purely formal change in the man- 
ner of presenting the facts of transmission it would be seen at a glance 
that 111. 1-6 are supported by a cross-attestation which could not exist un- 
less these verses were in the original “Το Ways.” The fact of the mat- 
ter is that iii. 1-6 fail to be witnessed to by one document only, namely, 
Barnabas, who has borrowed “sporadically ;” and when Dr. McGiffert 
infers that because absent from Barnabas they were therefore not in the 
original ‘‘ Two Ways,” he has simply fallen himself into the snare into 
which I fell at first, and into which Dr. Bratke has fallen, — he-has mis- 
taken the oldest attestation for the oldest text. However, as a matter of 
fact, the documents be arranged, it is impossible to accept the testimony 
of Barnabas against the combined evidence of all other witnesses, espe- 
cially when no internal considerations come to Barnabas’s aid. The 
case is very different with i. 3-ii. 1, which is lacking in all the Egyptian 
group (Latin, Barnabas, the Canons), and which is so cried out upon 
by internal evidence that it almost might be excluded on the credit of it 
alone. 

It is not my purpose just here, however, to argue the originality of the 
section ili. 1-6. That I hope to take up a little later. Here it is enough 
to show that the presence of iii. 1-6 in the Canons is no disproof of the 
justice of the arrangement which puts the Canons in the great Egyptian 
group which includes with it the strongly marked but no less plainly 
closely affiliated sub-group Barnabas-Latin. If the two contentions thus 
far made (namely, that the Latin does not borrow from Barnabas but 
their affiliations are to be accounted for as common inheritances, and that 
the Canons are closely related to them as a somewhat intermediate text 
between them and Bryennios-Constitutions but more nearly related to 
them than to the latter) be deemed to be made good, we shall have to 
introduce some slight changes into the graphic form of Dr. McGiffert’s 
theory of transmission, and it will stand now thus : — 


The Two Ways. 
| | ‘| 
[eyetin text.] ra text. ] 


| 
| Constitutions. Bryennios ΜΒ. 
Latin. Barnabas. 


And this is the form which I have elsewhere arrived at as the true form, 
after a careful study of the detailed relations of the various documents, 
as any one may see by consulting the “ Bibliotheca Sacra,” January, 
1886, pages 102-110. 

On attaining such a conclusion it is evident that we have an engine of 
text-criticism in our hands which will enable us to come to very definite 
conclusions on points which might otherwise have troubled us consider- 
ably. We are, therefore, prepared now to discuss Dr. McGiffert’s theory 
as to the scope of the original “Two Ways.” That it did not contain i. ὃ 
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evAoyetre—ii. 1 (Dr. Bratke less accurately says i. 3-6; the first clause of 
i. 3 is always included, and the heading 11. 1 always omitted, in mem- 
bers of the Egyptian group), I shall take for granted with Dr. McGiffert, 
and I have, on more than one occasion, endeavored to prove. But Dr. 
McGiffert has taken up two positions with some confidence which it may 
be well for us carefully to consider before we accede to them. These 
are, that the original “Two Ways” lacked also iii. 1-6 and vi. of our 
present Didache, and that it circulated for some time apart from the 
remainder of our present treatise as an independent catechism. In the 
former matter he stands alone ; in the latter he has the valuable support 
of Dr. Bratke as well as some earlier writers. 

Before we attempt the necessary testing of these positions, however, it 
will be well for us to broaden our basis of witness. For, not only have we 
the testimony of Barnabas, the Latin version, the Canons, and the Consti- 
tutions, and of those ecclesiastical writers who have chanced to quote a 
clause or two from the “ Teaching,” like Clement, Origen, Lactantius, or 
Hermas, to reckon with, but we have a considerable body of rather abun- 
dant quotation which may bear important witness forus. 1. The earliest 
writing to furnish such is the Pseudo-Phocylides, the parallels of which, 
with our “Teaching,” have been very fully drawn out by Mr. J. Rendel 
Harris (“The Teaching of the Apostles and the Sibylline Books.” Cam- 
bridge, 1885). I have gone carefully over the parallels, and feel pre- 
pared to express, as an independent but consentient opinion, that it can- 
not easily be doubted that the author has versified many sentences from 
our “ Two Ways,” from i. 1 to vi. 3 inclusive; and that there appears 
fair reason to suspect that he had before him what I have called the 
Egyptian text. Mr. Harris has adduced parallels from him with i. 3-1. 1, 
indeed, but I am not able to allow them. Lines 29 and 30, — 

πλοῦτον ἔχων σὴν χεῖρα πενητεύουσιν ὄρεξον" 

ὧν τοι ἔδωκε θεός, τούτων χρήζουσι παράσχου, --- 
which Mr. Harris assigns to Did. i. 5, seem sufficiently satisfied by iv. 5, 
6, while lines 23 and 24, — 

πτωχοῖς εὐθὺ δίδου unt’ αὔριον ἐλθέμεν etrns: 

πληρώσας σέο χεῖρ᾽ ἔλεον χρήζοντι παράσχου, ---- 
rest markedly not on i. 6, but on iv. 6, 7. 2. Another important trace 
of the Egyptian Didache has come to light in parallel passages found in 
two tracts of the Pseudo-Athanasius, — the “Syntagma Doctrinae” and 
“The Faith of the 318 Holy Nicene Fathers” (cf. Migne xxviii., col. 837 
sq-, and 1639 5..).} These two documents both draw from the same 
source, and not from one another, as appears from each preserving pass- 
ages which do not occur in the other. For instance, the “ Syntagma 
Doctrinae ” alone has Did. iii. 4, and ‘“‘ The Faith of the Nicene Fathers ” 
has Did. ii. 4~iii. 6 and vi. 1 the more fully represented. Yet they 
not only present substantially the same matter, and in the same form, 
but unite in the same otherwise unknown additions, as, for example, from 
Acts xv. 29. It is plain that the source from which they directly 
draw is neither the Didache itself nor any reworking of it hitherto 
known ; we seem, therefore, to be put into possession by them of a frag- 
ment from a reworking not known before, or from a considerable quota- 


1 Professor Harris draws attention to the parallel in Syntagma Doctrinae. I 
am indebted to Professor Orris for knowledge of that in The Faith of the Nicene 
Fathers (The Independent for April 15, 1886). 
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tion from the Didache not heretofore known. That the source of these 
documents itself drew immediately from the Didache, and not from any 
of its known reworkings, is clear from the preservation by them of clauses 
not found in any known reworkings, for example, διὰ παντὸς in Did. 111. 8, 
and the very characteristic phraseology of vi. 1. The type of text is so 
pointedly Egyptian that we can with confidence place it by the side of the 
Canons as preserving traces of a text nearer to that used by the-Canons 
than any other known source. Not only does it, for example, omit i. 3—ii. 
1, but it gives the sins (in “ Syntagma Doctrinae”’) of lust, in ii. 2 init. 
in the exact order in which they are found in the Canons, and nowhere 
else. 3. Next we have the second book of the Sibyllines, which not only 
drew freely from the Pseudo-Phocylides, but also knew the Didache for 
itself, and took additional matter from it,— among other places appar- 
ently from i. 3-1. 6 (line 78, see Harris, page 7). It thus appears as a 
witness to the Syrian text. The clearness with which these new sources 
of information are found to range themselves within the lines of the two 
recensions pointed out already, and to take their places either as Egyptian 
or Syrian, is a strong evidence of the correctness of that distribution of 
the documentary transmission. The evidence of these new sources must 
be taken account of in our determination of the scope of the original 
Didache. 

Let us look in the face first, then, the question whether iti. 1-6 was a 
part of the original document. And here we have only to give in detail 
the evidence which we have already hinted at in the mass. After the 
external and internal evidences there is no other. But the external evi- 
dence briefly stated in a negative form is simply that every witness of the 
“Two Ways” extant in this portion of the document testifies to iii. 1-6, 
with the single exception of Barnabas. Drawn’ out positively in detail, 
this is to say not only that all the witnesses of the Syrian type (Bryen- 
nios MS., Constitutions, second Sibyl) witness to it, but also equally 
those of the Egyptian type. The author of the Pseudo-Phocylides ver- 
sified this section (lines 57, 63, 76, 78 — see Harris, ‘‘ The Teaching and 
the Sibyllines,” page 11). The Pseudo-Athanasian fragment has it, as is 
sufficiently evident from the “ Syntagma Doctrinae” (see Harris, J. 6.» 
page 16, note, where, however, the reference is only partially given), and 
overwhelmingly proved from “ The Faith of the Nicene Fathers,” which 
preserves many of the items brought together only in iii. 1-6. The 
Canons, it is needless to say,. witness to these verses in full. It is pre- 
cisely one of these verses which Clement of Alexandria quotes as Serip- 
ture (Strom. i. 20, 100). Are there, then, internal considerations ad- 
verse to these verses which will avail to silence this array of external 
evidence? Dr. McGiffert does not offer any. And, indeed, the internal 
evidence is all the other way. These verses are, in type of vocabulary 
and style, of a piece with the rest of the treatise ; they contain matter 
that ranges with that in the rest of the treatise; they fall readily in with 
the scheme of thought and plan of the treatise; they are quite at one 
with the rather peculiar arrangement of the moral precepts in the parallel 
passages ii. 2 sg. and v.; nay, they actually furnish the key to the 
arrangement in these parallel passages (cf. “ Bibliotheca Sacra,” January, 
1886, pages 133 and 145). Dr. McGiffert’s sole plea for their omis- 
sion is (page 434): “ Barnabas omits them, which ean be explained, 
as shown already, only by their omission in the source frcm which he 
drew.” It is obviously impossible for us to omit them on such a ground ; 
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and we can only say that Dr. McGiffert’s omission of them can be ex- 
plained, as shown already, only by his lapse for a moment into a mistak- 
ing of the oldest attestation for the original text. ‘This, even if we are 
as sure as Dr. McGiffert is that Barnabas ‘“ would certainly have used 
these verses had he known them” (page 432). For my part, I do not 
see anything in Barnabas like them in style or matter, and so cannot 
feel with Dr. McGiffert that “the conclusion seems inevitable that they 
were unknown to him.” On the contrary, the balanced and carefully 
preserved parallels of these verses would seem very strange to me amid 
the confused and turgid periods of Barnabas, and especially in the very 
sporadic and disordered mass of his borrowings from the “'Two Ways.” 
Perhaps he has not quoted these verses, just because they were so com- 
pacted into artistic form that he could not easily take them up by bits. 
This need not be insisted on, however; the Pseudo-Athanasian fragment 
did disorganize them and borrow from them in disjointed detail, and 
Barnabas could have done so too. And the failure in him of all trace of 
them may be due to the fact that he did not know them, so that we may 
have here another proof (along with the angel-clause, the conflate reading 
in i. 1, and certain of the peculiarities common to him and the Canons) 
that the “ Two Ways” of Barnabas was already a corrupt text. This early 
corruption would furnish a parallel to the very early widespread circula- 
tion of the corrupt Western text of the New Testament itself. 

The case is somewhat similar with regard to chapter vi. The in- 
ternal evidence here is less decisive, but I believe sufficient. But the 
external evidence is certainly all that can be desired. We lack no single 
witness to the sixth chapter, who could be justly expected to testify to it. 
Barnabas seems to hint at vi. 2 in xix. ὃ: “As much as thou art able, 
thou shalt make purification for thy soul;” and at xxi. 1 —at just the 
appropriate place — he appears to have vi. 1 in mind, although he gives 
its essence positively instead of retaining its negative form. The Pseudo- 
Phocylides appears to hint at vi. 3, in line [32] (cf. Harris, page 13), 
‘and the second Sibyl follows him in this; though no doubt the parallel 
would not bear any weight if we lacked other evidence that these writings 
rested on the Didache. The Pseudo-Athanasian fragment, on the other 
hand, not only gives us in the “Syntagma Doctrinae” a reference to 
vi. 1, but in “ The Faith of the Nicene Fathers” quotes this whole very 
characteristic verse. The Canons in the ordinary text fail as a witness 
at Did. iv. 8, and even in Codex Ottob. at iv. 14, and, therefore, give 
us no witness one way or the other; the close affiliation with the text 
underlying the Canons of the Pseudo-Athanasian fragment, however, 
renders it somewhat probable that they also knew vi. The Bryennios 
MS. and the Constitutions, of course, also contain the chapter. The 
only internal objections which can be brought against this chapter must 
turn on the objective look of vi. 1 and the heading of vi. 3 (ef. vii. 1 
sq.). Perhaps “this way of teaching” is not the true reading in vi. 1; 
_ the Constitutions read τῆς εὐσεβείας here, and the Pseudo-Athanasian frag- 
ment, “this faith.” And Harnack’s representations concerning vi. 3 
(page 40) appear sufficient. Certainly he who denies that vi. was part 
of the original “Two Ways ” must reckon with this evidence, at least in 
the way of determining whether the “Two Ways” ever circulated sepa- 
rately. 

And this brings us to the consideration of this important and, I am 
free to confess, to me very puzzling question. Both Dr. Bratke and Dr. 
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McGiffert, while differing as to the extent of the “' Two Ways,” seem to 
find no difficulty in supposing that it circulated separately until it was 
redacted into connection with a “Church Order” in Syria; and they 
base this opinion on very similar grounds. The contention is an attract- 
ive one, and has much to recommend it. The “Two Ways”’ constitutes 
literarily a complete whole, and this is recognized by the Didachographer 
himself (vii. 1). Athanasius when he speaks of it as a suitable book 
for catechumens must have had reference only to the moral parts. Niceph- 
orus assigns to the book a compass considerably less than our Didache. 
Eusebius, Anastasius, Nicephorus Callistus, Pseudo-Cyprian may speak 
of a plurality of “'Teachings.” And the ethical portions reappear in re- 
workings like Barnabas and the Canons apart from those that treat of 
church order. But there is far more of a problemhere than Drs. Bratke 
and McGiffert appear to have recognized. If the Didachographer repre- 
sents ivi. as a complete whole in vii. 1, this may well be, because he 
has made it such; and certainly his whole treatise is well and freely 
ordered, as by one who was master over his material. Athanasius may 
well have recommended a treatise to catechumens, only a part of which was 
adapted to their purposes, especially if he considered this part peculiarly 
well suited for them. The plurals of Eusebius and others are susceptible 
of other explanations. The stichoi of Nicephorus are an edged tool 
which no one yet knows how to handle with safety to himself. Bryen- 
nios first caught at it, but cut his fingers badly. If Nicephorus, he 
argued, says that the Didache contains 200 stichoi, he must have meant 
my document, for behold! it occupies just 203 lines in the manuscript. 
But Nicephorus was not measuring his lines by Leon’s codex! And that 
the lines of the two were not the sameé was easily demonstrable from the 
fact that Nicephorus assigns 2,600 stichoi to the two Epistles of Clement, 
which in Leon’s codex occupy only 1,120. By parity of reasoning, 
Nicephorus’s Didache should occupy but δ0- of Leon’s lines; and 
Leon’s Didache is more than twice as long as this. Gordon next took 
up the matter (“Modern Review,” July, 1884, page 455), and has led 
others to adopt the conclusion that Nicephorus had before him a Didache 
of this relative length. And if we assume that Nicephorus’s figures for 
Clement and the Didache have both been accurately transmitted to us, it 
must be admitted that we may very accurately calculate the length of his 
stichos on the one hand, and of his Didache on the other. Our Didache 
would be 455 of his stichoi; and his Didache would be 139-140 lines 
of Hitchcock and Brown’s edition, which brings us just to the end of 
the “Two Ways’ =chapters ivi. In this case it would be little less 
than demonstrated that Nicephorus’s Didache was our chapters i.—vi., 
and this is where Dr. McGiffert takes his stand. But what kind of 
stichos is this that Nicephorus is measuring with? Here Professor 
J. Rendel Harris comes into the discussion (‘Journal of Christian ἡ 
Philosophy,” April, 1884, page 368), and takes his starting point from 
the standard hexametric stichos. He finds that our Didache contains 292 
of these stichoi, which means that chapters ivi. would contain about 
124 of them, and this is as much too short for Nicephorus’s 200 as the 
whole Didache is too long. The matter is but little bettered if we assume 
that he used the alternative pentametric (12-syllable) stichos; in this 
case chapters i.—vi. would give 165-+ and the whole treatise 389-+, both 
unmanageable numbers. ‘Thus, on no known method of calculation does 
Nicephorus’s measurement fit either the ‘‘ Two Ways” or the Didache ; 
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and on the assumption, natural in itself, and apparently made good in 
general for Nicephorus (see Harris, ‘“ American Journal of Philology,” 
iv. 3, page 330), that he used the hexameter standard, we can only say 
that our present Didache (292 stichoi) is too large by a third for Niceph- 
orus. Here Dr. Bratke sees his opportunity; and he does not fail to 
plead that Nicephorus supports his view that the original Didache con- 
sisted of chapters i.—vi. and certain moral and eschatological portions of 
vii.-xvi. In such a state of the case who will decide what the testimony 
of Nicephorus really is? ‘The whole subject,” says Professor Harris, 
with great justice, ‘is cloudy; and, in reality, no one knows what was 
the exact verse measure used by Nicephorus.’”’ It seems clear only that 
he gives round numbers rather than accurate measurements, and that his 
text has not been over-well preserved. If he said 2,600 for the stichoi 
of the Clementine Epistles he was certainly not counting on a hexametric 
basis, for these Epistles, occupying 1,120 lines in Leon’s MS., ought to 
contain approximately 1,611 stichoi. As a matter of fact, 600 stands in 
the Bryennios MS. after 2 Clement (which itself, as occupying 267 lines, 
ought to contain about 384 stichoi),and Bryennios corrects it to 2,600, to 
accord with Nicephorus. Perhaps it ought to be rather corrected into 
1,600; which accords with the estimated 1,611 very closely. The matter, 
then, stands thus: If Nicephorus counted by hexameters, the two Clem- 
entine letters should have 1,600 stichoi, and his text may be corrected to 
this; in that case Dr. McGiffert’s support fails, for Nicephorus’s Didache 
would have occupied 140 lines in Leon’s Codex, and about 229 in Hitch- 
cock and Brown’s edition, — and this favors rather Dr. Bratke. If, on 
the other hand, Nicephorus’s figures are to be trusted as transmitted to 
us, he counts by a method hitherto wholly unknown, but the length of 
his Didache would be as nearly as possible equal to our chapters i.—vi. 
Must not the question rest sub judice ? 

The strongest ground for withholding judgment as to the originally 
separate circulation of chapters i—vi. is, however, yet, to be named. 
Wherever chapters i—vi. are known, something from the latter part of 
the Didache seems to be known also. It is in recognition of this that Dr. 
Bratke walks charily, and wishes to include in the “Two Ways” certain 
parts of vii—xvi. Dr. McGiffert, on the other hand, stoutly denies the 
fact. ‘ Barnabas and the Canons,” he says uncompromisingly, ‘ who use 
these chapters (that is, i.—vi.) freely show no knowledge of the remaining 
chapters” (page 432), and on page 440 he argues at length that Barnabas 
iv. does not betray dependence on Did. xvi. In this, however, he seems 
to me to be certainly mistaken. As he does not consider directly the very 
clear dependence of the Canons, chapter 12, on Did. x. 3, it may be enough 
to simply point it out here with a reference to Harnack, page 211, notes 
34, 35. With regard to the parallel with Barnabas, I cannot understand 
how Dr. McGiffert has spoken in the exact way he has: ‘The parallel 
narrows itself down to a single sentence,” — “we cannot fail to receive 
an impression that neither drew directly from the other,’’ — “no one has 
yet been able to find any good reason in the passage itself for holding the 
originality of one in preference to the other.” The parallel does not seem 
to me to narrow itself down to a single sentence. The whole of chapter 
iv. of Barnabas appears rather to be affected by chapter xvi. of the 
Didache; this culminates in § 9 = Did. xvi. 2, 3, but that is all. In- 
deed, if I could venture to find serious fault with Dr. McGiffert’s method 
at any point, it would be in his tendency to deal with the phenomena of 
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literary dependence in a hard and dry way, which proceeds by cutting up 
the depending passage into pieces, and dealing with it clause by clause.! 
A literary reminiscence, on the contrary, acts by staining the work it 
falls on, — it runs into its fibre like a drop of fruit-juice on a cloth; and 
the corona is as important a part of it as the central body. Dr. McGif- 
fert’s method would succeed in explaining away any literary allusion as 
distinguished from express quotation; and, above all, fails to catch the 
force of the cumulative probability which arises from the many minute 
points of contact. To deny on his grounds the existence of quotations 
would be the same as to insist that a series of gentle pushes by which a 
man was sent over a precipice does not constitute sufficient ground to 
charge guilt, and to demand that the deed be done by one great blow, or 
else not be accounted murder. In the present case this cumulative argu- 
ment is very satisfactory: As the sixteenth chapter of the Didache opens 
concisely with a call to watchfulness, because we know not the hour in 
which our Lord comes, so Barnabas opens his fourth chapter (1-8) dif- 
fusely, by demanding diligence in seeking knowledge and watchfulness 
over our souls, because the final offense is at hand; and the exaggera- 
tion by which he transmutes the motive into an assertion that the last 
day is actually upon us is characteristic of him, and reappears in .other 
parts of the chapter. Then he declares that he is not writing as a 
διδάσκαλος (wherein there is possibly a hint of the source he is drawing 
from), but only in a manner that beseemeth one that loveth, and adds at 
once, in the words of the Didache: “ Wherefore let us take heed in the 
last days (Did. xvi. 3); for the whole time of your [or our] faith [or 
life, or both] will profit you [or us] nothing unless (Did. xvi. 2) now,” 
(note the renewed exaggeration as to the time of the advent) “in the 
lawless time (cf. Did. xvi. 4 ἀνομίας), we resist as becomes sons of God, 
that the Black one gain no loophole or entrance. 10. Let us flee from all 
vainness ; let us hate perfectly the works of the evil way” [77s ποναρᾶς 
ὁδοῦ]. Thus the quotation includes adumbrations from Did. xvi. 3 and 4, 
as well as the striking sentence from 2; and opens with an apparent hint 
that he was conscious of a διδαχή beneath him, and closes with a refer- 
ence to the “evil way!” As if this were not enough, Barnabas goes on 

1 This is illustrated by Dr. McGiffert’s treatment of the quotations from 
Matthew found in ec. 1.--ν. (excluding i. 3-ii. 1). Each is treated by itself, and 
clause by clause. Did. iii. 7—= Matt. v. 5, for example, is assigned to Ps. xxxvii. 
(xxxvi.) 11 in total neglect of the first clause, which is essential to a right 
estimate. The view stated to be “far more probable ” than even this proceeds 
by counting an omission of a piece of a verse by Barnabas (note that it is 
the piece not in the Psalm only that Barnabas retains) as fatal to its genuine- 
ness, although of iii. 8a Barnabas retains only the one word ἡσύχιος! Did. 
i. 23 = Matt. xxii. 37-39 is assigned to the O. T. and Christian commonplace ; 
but again, the main point is the collocation of the two clauses, which is not an 
O. T. matter. One disposed to cavil might ask why something is not made here 
too of the omission of the second clause by Barnabas. On Did. i. 2b = Matt. vn. 
12 I may be permitted to refer to Bibliotheca Sacra, January, 1886, page 142 ; 
and on the whole matter, to page 139 sq. Dr. McGiffert does not seem to feel 
that, as each of his explanations is in the highest degree doubtful, it is very 
improbable that all three can be true, and each explaining away is an argument 
against the whole contention. He does not notice Did. ii. 3—= Matt. v. 33 (Bibl. 
Sacra, page 144), or Did. vi. 2—= Matt. xi. 29 (which, indeed, is outside his limits). 
It may be added that whether Did. i—v. quote or do not quote Matthew has 
absolutely no bearing on the point in hand. The earliest known Egyptian 
Christian writing quotes Matthew, and that as Scripture. 
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at once to refer to Did. xvi. 2a: “Go ye not privily one with another,” 
we read, . . . “but coming together to the same place, seek ye together 
concerning that which profiteth the whole.” Then he warns against 
the coming judgment and the approaching authority of the evil prince 
(cf. Did. xvi. 4), and ends with a reference to signs and wonders (cf. 
Did. xvi. 4), and a hirt that “many may be called but few chosen” 
(ef. Did. xvi. 7). Unless we are prepared to affirm that there is no 
form of literary allusion but a verbal one, I cannot see but that we must 
say that Barnabas iv. is saturated with cloudy reminiscences of Did. xvi. ; 
certainly I cannot say that “the two go their way apparently perfectly un- 
conscious of and entirely uninfluenced by the course of the other.” Had 
Dr. McGiffert had Sabatier’s note (page 65) in mind he could not have 
added the last sentence which I have cited from him above. For though 
Sabatier is far from urging all that might be said, he does state enough 
to make it perfectly evident that there is literary dependence here, and 
that Barnabas is the borrower. It is not here exactly in point, but I 
cannot forbear to add that Barnabas elsewhere apparently betrays de- 
pendence on the Didache. In x. 11 he seems to have Did. iii. 9, iv. 1-2 
very sharply in mind; ini. 4 he seems dependent oni. 1, ii. 7; in iv. 2 
he appears to hint at iii. 1; and if these be allowed, in the light of them 
we may see in v. 4 a reminiscence of i. 1, and perhaps understand what 
he means by his anxiety to disclaim originality on the one hand (i. 5) , and 
to deny that he speaks as a “ teacher”’ (for example, i. 8) on the other. 
Acquaintance with and use of the Didache becomes thus another mark 
of the genuineness of xviii.—xxi. rather than the contrary. 

It is not only Barnabas and the Canons, however, that come under dis- 
cussion here. The other early witnesses to chapters i.—vi. also seem to 
know somewhat of chapters vii—xvi. Thus the Pseudo-Phocylides, in 
which, I think, I can trace (with Mr. Harris’s help) i. 1; i. 2, 3, 5, 
6; iii. 1,2; iv. 3, 4, 5,6, 7, 8; vi. 3, seems also (line 154 sq.) to 
know Did. xii. ὃ. “For every idle man (aépyis),” we read, “liveth 
from thievish hands. A craft (τέχνη), truly, nourisheth men, but hunger 
oppresseth the idle one. But if any one has not learned a trade, let him - 
dig with a hoe.” No doubt there is nothing like demonstration of use 
here; and I can find it in my heart to doubt whether use is inferable ; 
but I also doubt whether it be not inferable. In like manner the Pseudo- 
Athanasian fragment appears to know not only Did.i. 2; ii. 2, 4,6; iii. 2, 
3, 4, 6,8; vi. 1, but also viii. 1, and xiii. So Clement of Alexandria, who 
quotes i. 5, ii. 2, iii. 5, quotes also ix. 2 (in “ De Servando,” ο. 29); and 
Origen, who may quote iii. 10 (at “De Principiis,” ili. 2, 7; cf., how- 
ever, Barnabas xix. 8 end) quotes also ix. 2 (“ Hom. 6 in Jud.,” Migne xii., 
col. 975). ‘To these ought possibly to be added that part of the third book 
of the Sibyllines (1-96), which Alexandre assigns to the middle of the 
third century (Ewald to the opening of fourth century), which seems to 
know Did. ii. 4 (= lines 37-40, Harris, page 9) and xvi. (= lines 86-87, 
Harris, page 17) alike. The Pseudo-Athanasian tract, “ De Virginitate ” 
(Harris’s “ The Teaching and the Sibyllines,” page 28-29) is more doubt- 
ful, inasmuch as although it seems certain that it depends on the prayers 
of Did. ix. 3, 4, yet the reference in col. 273 to the two ways can only with 
the greatest insecurity be referred to our treatise. For my own part, I 
should add Hermas, who seems to me dependent (not verbally, but in 
matter) on Did. xi. at his Mandate, xi.; but Dr. McGiffert disputes the fact 
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(page 435), and I have no wish to press the matter.1_ Certainly enough 
has been said to justify the remark that there is an appearance of knowl- 
edge of the latter part of our Didache wherever the first part is certainly. 
known. 

Two or three of the witnesses which I have summoned (Clement, Ori- 
gen, “ De Virginitate”’ of Pseudo-Athanasius) are liable to the objection 
that they quote, in the latter half of the Didache, only from the prayers, 
—which may not be of the Didache, although in it. Others of them 
are liable to the doubt whether they may be much depended on as quota- 
tions at all (Pseudo-Phocylides, third Sibyl, Hermas). But two things 
must be remembered. First, this body of quotations does not stand 
alone; they come in the train of the practically certain quotations of 
Barnabas and the Canons, and of the significant fact that the Didache, 
as we know it (Bryennios MS. and Constitutions), actually possesses a 
second part from which these seeming allusions may be explained. And, 
secondly, it is a sad thing for any theory to be under the necessity of 
explaining away many appearances. Every appearance that needs ex- 
plaining is an argument against a theory ; and the effect of each is cumu- 
lative to all the rest,—so that the presence of many adverse appear- 
ances, each of which may be pretty fairly set aside separately, may, in 
conjunction, raise a strong presumption against a theory. A third thing 
may be added: the presence of these “appearances” prevents us from 
finding a single indisputable positive argument in favor of the separate 
circulation of the “Two Ways.” We can only adopt it as a not unlikely 
hypothesis which we may hope to show is not necessarily inconsistent 
with the facts as known. This is not a strong foundation. 

It is not to be inferred that I am controverting this hypothesis. I am 
only concerned to show that it is an hypothesis, and that a serious prob- 
lem faces it, which must not be pushed aside, but really unloosed. I 
have thus far tried and still wish to speak of this matter as a wholly 
unsettled question, with much to say in its favor, with much to say against 
it. It is too early yet to decide it. 

It is, perhaps, unavoidable that writing in the interests of what is yet 
differently understood between us, and in the hope of bringing this into 
narrower limits, I should seem to be mainly interested in controverting 
Dr. McGiffert’s very valuable paper. I should be sorry to have it so 
appear. I agree with him far more than I disagree with him; it is in 
the essence of the matter that we see eye to eye, and only in certain 


1 Dr. McGiffert discusses the very vexed question of the relation of Hermas 
to the Didache at some length. He is not always able to come to a decided 
conclusion, but seems to prefer the opinions, that Hermas borrows from 
v. 1 of the Two Ways; and i. 2 (angel-clause) from the Latin or Barnabas 
(surely not, however, from Barnabas, seeing that elsewhere Dr. McGiffert be- 
lieves the Latin got it from Barnabas ; for thus both the Latin and Hermas 
would be made independently to make the same sense out of Barnabas’s con- 
fusion) ; then, the Syrian Didache borrowed i.5 from Hermas. Thus Hermas 
is the daughter of the Two Ways in v. 1, granddaughter in i. 2 (through 
Latin), great-granddaughter (through Latin and Barnabas) in i. 2, and wife of 
it in the matter of begetting i. 5-6. Earthly relationships are usually not so 
complicated. But, if we allow that the Latin and Barnabas both witness to a 
form of the Didache which contained the angel-clause, it is very simple to look 
upon Hermas as borrowing directly from the Two Ways in i. 2 and v.1, and 
either borrowing from or lending to the Syrian interpolation at i. 5. The 
simplicity of this result is one proof of the truth of its assumptions. 
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details that we have not yet come to be in accord. Let me emphasize 
this as I close. We are at one in seeing that the Didache has behind 
it a very important textual history ; in finding its birthplace in Egypt ; 
in assigning the Latin version and Barnabas and the Canons to this 
Egyptian form ; in perceiving that it was perfected to its present form 
in Syria; in seeing that the chief distinction between the Egyptian and 
Syrian forms resides in the absence or presence of i. ὃ εὐλογεῖτε-1. 1 ; 
and in recognizing that the text of our present Didache, after the omis- 
sions that are necessary have been made, gives us, in its earlier chap- 
ters, a substantially accurate representation of the original “Two Ways.” 
That is to say, we are at one in all that is of the real substance of the 
theory. That Dr. Bratke, Dr. McGiffert, and I were all three simulta- 
neously contending for this exact theory is not fully accounted for by our 
common dependence on the hints of Krawutzcky, Gordon, Hilgenfeld, 
and Holtzmann, — who are in this matter the fathers of us all. I sub- 
mit that this threefold, independent broaching of essentially the same 
conclusions is a prima facie evidence of their truth. 
Benjamin B. Warfield. 
ALLEGHENY, Pa. 


SOCIOLOGICAL NOTES. 


Some of our readers will remember that, after giving such information 
as we could then get, a call was made in this “Review”! for a better 
statistical investigation of the religious conditions of our country, es- 
pecially in rural districts. A beginning has been made. Though on a 
comparatively small scale, it possesses a scientific value and has a Chris- 
tian significance not easily overestimated. 

At the General Convention of the Congregational churches and minis- 
ters of Vermont last year, some general facts were given concerning the 
expenditures of the various churches of the State, and their apparent in- 
adequacy to the work before them, notwithstanding evident wastes in the 
use of men and money. ‘The suggestion was made that the entire work 
of the next annual convention be spent upon the subject, and that it be 
based upon as careful and complete a survey of the State, or a consider- 
able portion of it, with maps, diagrams, etc., as could be made with the 
means at our disposal. The timidity of some permitted the convention 
to adjourn with the assignment of only two or three hours to the subject. 
But the mistake was afterwards largely corrected by the kind codpera- 
tion of all parties concerned. 

The Rev. Henry Fairbanks, Ph. D., of St. Johnsbury, who had been 
stirred by his observation and reflections, and who spoke earnestly on the 
subject at the convention, promptly though privately entered upon the most 
difficult work of collecting the needed information, and spent weeks of 
labor and hundreds of dollars with the generosity characteristic of him- 
self and his family name. As soon as the statistics had been sufficiently 
gathered to guide to intelligent action a conference of those most inter- 
ested was held, and the meeting carefully planned. The results were 


1 Andover Review, January, 1885, pp. 38-41. 
VOL. VI.—No. 31. 7 
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brought before the convention three weeks ago. A sketch of some of 
them and the material by which they were exhibited follows, with consid- 
erable additions from our own study. 

Statistics were carefully gathered from forty-four towns in all, includ- 
ing Caledonia and Lamoille counties entire, fifteen towns in the adjoining 
counties of Washington and Orange, and two in Windsor County. This 
region lies east of the Green Mountains and a little north and east of the 
centre of the State, and contains about one sixth of the territory and nearly 
one fifth of the population of the State. It is fully on an average with 
the State for intelligence and Christian vigor. It is a hilly country as a 
whole, but not often mountainous. Some towns are comparatively level 
and some are little more than great swells of excellent land. Only one 
town, St. Johnsbury, has above 5,000 inhabitants. Probably over ninety 
per cent. of the inhabitants in these towns were born in Vermont. There 
are generally two or three villages, occasionally more, in each town, 
which is commonly six miles square. Each of the two or three vil- 
lages in a town has one or more churches, except in very rare instances. 
One or two towns have no church. About one third of the towns fall be- 
low one thousand inhabitants. Only three have less than five hundred. 

Nearly all the statistics were gathered by a young man who was trained 
for the purpose, and who worked along the line of a single plan under 
the immediate direction of Mr. Fairbanks. The canvas was made by 
school-districts, of which there are from a dozen to twenty-five or more 
in each town. All persons who attended some public worship four or five 
times in a year, aged and infirm people whose custom formerly had been 
that of regular attendance, the infant children of such and the chil- 
dren whose religious habits are better than those of their parents, were 
included among the ‘“ regular attendants” upon religious services in the 
churches or, in some instances at least, neighborhood meetings. Of these 
towns, the population whose religious status was ascertained is 53,148, 
or ninety per cent. of the actual population by the last census, which was 
58,916. Most of the deficiency is explained by the fact that transient 
laborers were not included, as was done in the official census. One hundred 
and forty-seven churches of ten or twelve denominations, including four 
Roman Catholic churches reporting 4,500 adherents and fourteen Uni- 
versalist churches reporting 670 families, occupy these towns, or a 
church to every 400 inhabitants. Of these, forty-one each belong to the 
Congregationalists and Methodists, nine to the Baptists, thirteen to the 
Free Baptists, four to the Christians, eight each to Adventists and Pres- 
byterians of various sects, and five to the Episcopalians. The salaries of 
pastors and the incidental expenses amount to $92,602, or $1.58 per 
inhabitant; of which nearly one third is expended by the Congrega- 
tionalists and one fourth by the Methodists. ‘The churches in all report 
an average congregation of 16,039, or nearly twenty-seven per cent. of 
the entire population, of which the Catholics supply 3,500. But the 
total is probably an overestimate. The Protestant churches have a mem- 
bership of 9,231, of which 350 are in Universalist churches. The Sun- 
day-schools enroll about the same number. Of the 53,148 people whose 
status was defined, 25,923 are classed as church attendants according to 
the rule given, while 27,225 do not attend church. In the twenty-seven 
towns reporting’on the item, 4,618 children of legal school age do not 
attend any Sunday-school. 

Some particulars are instructive. One town of 2,910 inhabitants in 
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the development of this remarkable State into something like its present 
proportions. However important the first decade was, California without 
any reference to the three decades closing with the present year cannot 
be said to be satisfactorily presented among its sisters of the Union. 

No doubt, there is reason to answer that it would be difficult to give in 
the compass of five hundred pages a life-like account of the full course 
of events to the present time. Besides, it is so much easier to state what 
would be more desirable in a literary work than it is to be appreciative of 
the task the author has set himself to execute. Taken as a monograph re- 
garding three leading aspects of early California, Mr. Royce’s book is full 
of interest. He has the advantage, as respects freshness of delineation, 
which comes of having been born and bred in the State he describes. 
The advantage is also his of the larger view which comes of later resi- 
dence in Europe and in the Eastern States. Besides, being a philosopher 
by nature and special studies, he escapes the risk of a merely provincial 
habit of thought. While he is not of the stuff of which historians are 
specially made, he shows here industry in the gathering of materials and 
no ordinary measure of insight and judgment in the use of them. His 
style is full and fluent, but it is also bright and vivacious, with a tinge of 
humor. The humor is apt, to be sure, to be at the expense of the object 
under observation. 

It cannot be said that the admiring spirit abounds in Mr. Royce’s vol- 
ume. He pays out a compliment now and then, but he has the habit of 
taking it back pretty thoroughly afterward. If this book is to be taken, as 
the title page says, for ‘a study of American character,” the study has not 
yielded much to increase our national complacency. The policy of the 
United States government in the acquisition of this region from Mexico, 
the conduct of its agents, the character of those agents, the attitude of 
the pioneers towards the native Californians and towards foreigners, the 
tone of society in the mines, are exhibited in a light which would hardly 
justify a very boastful memory. ‘Take the treatment of the Vigilance 
Committee’s work. In the opinion of some of our best people the vigor 
with which the committee acted in restoring order is a matter of pride. 
But that is not the view which is made prominent by Mr. Royce. He 
regards those scenes as just retribution for the municipal inefficiency of 
the good citizens in previous years. No doubt, that is a way of looking 
which has truth in it. But it is not the most agreeable, certainly. Of 
the two methods of depicting California, the boastful and the critical, the 
latter is likely to be truer and more wholesome. Our author has done a 
good service in the endeavor to give us the hard facts. Of romancing 
we have had enough. Still, the true founding of a State is in the hands 
oi the few who represent its best life. It seems to us, therefore, that 
more information concerning the men and women who did represent the 
best life of the early days, who went, many of them, on purpose to create 
high moral and Christian sentiment, would have been in place. It is 
evident that the author recognizes the value of this element in the begin- 
nings of the State. But he does not give it its due space in his picture. 
If, for example, the altogether over-argued chapters about Fremont had 
been reduced at least one-half, in the room vacated might fitly have been 
placed some memorials of other laborers besides Father Taylor, and of 
other citizens more potent in the forming of the real Commonwealth 
than Givin, or Broderick, or even James King, and Williams. But while 
we have felt these and other defects in this volume, we are grateful to 
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the author for his contribution to our early history. He has not hesitated 
to speak plainly, even if he have not flattered the “49ers.” He has called 
men and things by their right names. 


George Mooar. 
Paciric THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY, OAKLAND, CAL. 
Ol hs Napa ἜΣ. αὶ σ 

Tue TEACHING AND THE Tatmup. [The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, 
with Illustrations from the Talmud. Two Lectures, given at the Royal In- 
stitution of Great Britain on May 29th and June 6th, 1885. By C. Tayzor, 
D. D., Master of St. John’s College, Cambridge. Cambridge: Deighton, 
Bell & Co. 1886.] | 


Tuts long expected book announced by Dr. Schaff+ has just appeared. 
The fact that the author shows no knowledge of American work on the 
“Teaching,” with the long interval between the delivery of the lectures and 
their publication, renders a portion of the book less novel than its author 
supposes. For example, all said about interpolations, etc. (pages 18 ff.) 
has been far more thoroughly worked out by Professor Warfield and Mr. 
McGiffert.?- He mentions only Harris’s Cambridge pamphlet and Saba- 
tier’s treatise, but he elsewhere uses materials found in these without 
acknowledgment (for example, pages 9, ὅδ, 98, 71, etc.). These may be 
due to his own research, but he certainly read them in Sabatier and Har- 
ris. He asserts without any proof in detail that one form of an idea is 
older than another — Hillel’s than Tobit’s (page 10) ; Teaching’s (xvi. 6) 
than 1 Thess. iv. 16 [though he does not asscrt relation (page 111)]; 2 
Pet. ii. 13-15 than Jude 11,12 (page 99); ‘‘debt” than “debts ” (page 
63). It is a hazardous style of argument. The lectures are ill arranged. 
Page 48 contains a note which should supplement pages 8-11. The re- 
lation of the “ Teaching” to Barnabas may be inferred by comparing 
pages 33, 39, 43, 53, 61, 88, 102, 104, ete. The style both of argument and 
quotation is loose and slipshod. Indeed, the author writes so much like 
the Talmud, in which he is profoundly versed, that it is often difficult to 
decide what is quotation, what inference ; what Talmud and what Taylor. 

Nevertheless, the book adds to our previous knowledge (from Sabatier 
mainly) of the Jewish affinities of the ‘‘ Teaching.” 

1. Negative golden rule (‘* Teaching,” i. 2; Taylor, pages 8-11). From 
the argued currency of this as an ancient Jewish saying he urges, — 


“Its occurrence in the first part of the ‘Teaching’ may be taken as evidence 
of the antiquity of that document, of its independence (in its original form) 
of our written Gospels, and of its Jewish character.” 


This negative golden rule is interpolated in D. and other New Testament 
MSS., Acts xv. 20, 29 (page 48). 

2. Let thine alms sweat, ete. (i. 6; pages 11-18), Dr. Taylor ex- 
plains : — 

“Tt 15 not enough that a man should give without effort of his abundance. 
. . » He should fill his hands with his sweat, . . . make provision out of the 
produce of his labour, whilst ever on the watch for fit persons to whom to 
give.” 
He proceeds to illustrate this with not very cogent parallels from the 
Talmud and the Fathers, the best being the one already given by Harris. 

1 Teaching, p. 149. 


2 Schafi’s Teaching, pp. 220 ff.; Andover Review, December, 1885, April, 
1886. 
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But this explanation can only be harmonized with the context as Dr. 
Taylor garbles it (page 12). 

3. lee from evil and all that is like it (iii. 1; pages 23-26). This 
and its context are well illustrated from Jewish sources as examples of 
“fences about the law.” 

4. Lying leads to theft (iii. 5; ‘pages 27-33). This is ingeniously~re- 
ferred to the Rabbinical correlation of the first and second tables of the 
commandments. “The 8th is opposite to the 3d as lying comes before 
stealing, Hos. iv. 2.” 

5. Where the Lordship is proclaimed, there the Lord is (iv. ie pages 
34-40), may rest on the Jewish “ Where the law is studied there is the 
Shekinah.” 

6. The Hebraic form of chapter v. favors its Jewish origin, and there 
are some (slight) traces of a similar Jewish tradition (pages 40-45). 

7. Baptism (chap. vii.; pages 50-58). Jewish strictness is contrasted 
with the liberty of the “ Teaching ” as regards immersion, and kinds of 
water. Sabatier (who is much fuller here) asserts that Jewish proselytes 
received baptism (page 88, note 1), Dr. Taylor that (unless children) they 
baptized themselves (page 51). The antiquity of proselyte baptism and 
its inclusion of children is dwelt on by both. 

8. Lord’s Day of the Lord (xiv.; pages 58-62) seems “a formula at 
once Jewish and anti-Jewish” as contrasted with “Sabbaths of the 
Lord ” (Lev. xxiii. 38; Ex. xx. 10; ef. Ignat. Magn. 9). 

9. Hucharist (ix., x., xiv.; pages 68-77). Dr. Taylor corrects with 
asperity Harnack’s error (page 32) about κατασκηνόω [ which Dr. Schaff 
had already silently eliminated (page 195)], and adds Ps. Ixxviii. 60, Jer. 
vii. 12, as instances. He asserts that Socrates, H. E. v. 22, shows the 
separation of Agape and Eucharist did not come in Egypt till fifth cen- 
tury; so, as far as that is concerned, the “Teaching” may be ancient 
only, if not Egyptian. 

10. Cosmic mystery (xi. 11; pages 82-91). Adopting Harnack’s trans- 
lation, he gives Jewish illustrations of Harnack’s explanation, especially 
Ben Azzai, who severely blamed the unmarried, yet put away his own 
wife that he might cleave to the law. 

But Dr. Taylor would explain: “The prophet might give vividness to 
his teachings even by the use of symbols savoring of paganism,’’ — for 
example, Moses and the brazen serpent; cf. Barn. ec. xii.; Justin, Dial. 
44, 94. 

11. No Prophet that orders a table in the spirit eats of it (xi. 9; pages 
95-98). Chrysostom (1 Cor., Hom. 27) says the Agape tables were 
made public on set days. This the Prophet might order, but not to sate 
himself like those in 2 Pet. 11. 13-15. This is a striking, and I think 
novel, juxtaposition of “ Teaching” and 2 Peter. 

12. Saved by the very curse (xvi. 5; pages 100 f.). Dr. Taylor would 
refer this to Christ, and gives various similar paradoxes. 

Dr. Taylor regards the “ Teaching ”’ in its original form as Palestinian, 
founded on an anterior source wholly Jewish, as dating not after 100, an- 
terior to Barnabas and Hermas, and finds traces of it in Justin Martyr. 

C. J. H. Ropes. 

THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY, BANGor, ME. 
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THE LAST CHAPTER OF “THE TEACHING OF THE TWELVE APOS- 


TLES,” ILLUSTRATED FROM PASSAGES IN THE EARLY CHRIS- 
TIAN FATHERS. 


THE criticism of “ The Teaching ” thus far affords a striking example 
of the almost insuperable difficulty of interpreting correctly any literary 
monument without knowing its setting in the current ideas of its precise 
time and its relations to other written memorials. ‘This applies espe- 
cially to the themes of the last chapter, namely, the apostasy of the last 
time, the return of Christ, the power of Antichrist, and the end of the 
world. We have drifted so far from primitive ideas on these themes 
that we are simply left in obscurity and perplexity. 

The idea of Antichrist, for example, was not that of an apostate 
church, nor of an infidel power that scorned all religion. It was of a 
counterfeit Christ who should deceive the world, draw men to an idol- 
atrous worship, and have power to subject true believers to a fiery ordeal 
until he should be destroyed along with his followers by the reappearance 
of the real Christ. 

Then the early Christians’ idea of the end of the world was not the 
modern notion of a cyclical winding-up of nature, to which science has@ 
accustomed us, but of a destruction of the race because of its wickedness, 
the faithful being separated from the evil and established in a new 
heavens and earth. 

For the sake of brevity I shall illustrate these two points together, 
taking the authors in their order of time. “'The Teaching” will be 
found to fall naturally between certain passages of Scripture (2 Thess. ii. 
2 Peter iii. 7, 10, 12; 2 John 7), and their development in the writings 
of the Fathers, who make additions from the Revelation, which last 
hardly seems to have been known to the author of “ The Teaching.” 

I employ the translations of the Ante-Nicene Fathers : — 


Justin Martyr: ““ Wherefore God delays causing the confusion and destruc- 
tion of the whole world. . . . Since if it were not so... the fire of judg- 
ment would descend and utterly dissolve all things even as formerly the 
flood left no one but him only with his family who is by us called Noah.” 2 
Ap. chap. 7. 

Ireneus: “For when he, Antichrist, is come and of his own accord concen- 
trates in his own person the apostasy, . . . sitting also in the temple of God 
so that his dupes may adore him as the Christ ; wherefore also shall he de- 
servedly be cast into the lake of fire. .. . And he shall perform great won- 
ders, so that he can even cause fire to descend from heaven upon the earth 
mie sight of men, and he shall lead the inhabitants of the earth astray.” 

. 28. 

Hippolytus, as illustrating 6 κοσμοπλάνος ὡς vids θεοῦ : “ For the deceiver seeks 
in all things to liken himself to a Son of God. . . . And in speaking of the 
horns being like a Lamb he means that he will make himself like the Son of 
God, and set himself forward asa king.” Christ and Antichrist, chaps. 6 and 
49. 


Origen: “This also is a part of the Church’s teaching, that the world was 
made and took its beginning at a certain time, and is to be destroyed on ac- 
count of its wickedness.” De Princip. Pref. 7. 

Commodianus: “ He himself (Antichrist) shall divide the globe into three 
ruling powers, when, moreover, Nero shall be raised up from hell, Elias shall 
first come to seal the beloved ones ; at which things the region of Africa and 
the northern nation, the whole earth on all sides, for seven years shall tremble. 
But Elias shall occupy half the time, Nero shall occupy half... . And the 
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Latin conqueror shall then say: I am Christ whom ye always pray to,” etc. 
Instructions, chaps. 41, 42. 

Methodius: “ For the whole world will be deluged with fire from heaven 
and burnt for the purpose of purification and renewal.” On Resurrection, 
chap. 8. 

Lactantivs: “But in the midst of these evils there will arise an impious 
king hostile not only to mankind but to God, . . . for he will say that he is 
Christ, though he will be his adversary.” pit. Div. Inst. chap. 71. “He will 
constitute and call himself God, and will order himself to be worshiped as the 
Son of God. And power will be given him to do signs and wonders by the 
sight of which he may entice men to adore him. He will command fire to 
come down from heaven and the sun to stand and leave his course,” ete. Div. 
Inst. vii. 17. 


And as illustrating σωθήσονται ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ τοῦ καταθέματος : : — 

‘¢ When these shall so happen, then the righteous and the followers of truth 
shall separate themselves from the wicked and flee into solitudes. And when 
he hears of this the impious king inflamed with anger will come with a great 
army, and bringing up all his forces will surround all the mountain in which 
the righteous shall be situated that he may seize them. But they, when 
they shall see themselves to be shut in on all sides and besieged, will call upon 
God with a loud voice and implore the aid of heaven, and God shall hear them 

‘and send from heaven a great king to rescue and free them and destroy all the 
wicked with fire and sword.” Div. Inst. vii. 17. 


In a work on the end of the world appended to Hippolytus, though 
probably of later date, we find not only similar illustrations, but evidence 
of an attempt at elaboration of this chapter of “'The Teaching ”’ itself. 
In fact, as the designation of Antichrist as a Son of God seems now 
first to have occurred in “The Teaching,” its appearance in Hippolytus 
and Lactantius must be accepted as evidence of the use of “ The Teach-' 
ing” by these authors. : 

The appended author says : — 


‘¢For in every respect that deceiver seeks to make himself appear like the 
Son of God.” Chap. 20. 


The elaboration spoken of is found in chapter seventh, where especially 
noticeable is Ὅι ποιμένες ὡς λύκοι γενήσονται, for στραφήσονται τὰ πρόβατα 
εἰς λύκους in “ The Teaching.” 

Those interested can find a great amplification of the ideas of the time 
respecting Antichrist and his times in these last authors. They allowed 
their imaginations to run riot without any authority, unless derived from 
the imagery of the Revelation. But the point of critical interest is that 
what is so amplified in later works is but germinant in “The Teaching,” 
which greatly confirms the early date of the latter. 

It will be seen that we refer κατάθεμα to Antichrist or his work. 
There is very little linguistic authority for giving it an abstract sense. If 
we recall now what Professor J. R. Harris has done for ἐκπέτασις, the 
difficulties of this last chapter seem pretty much to disappear. 

Thos. Stoughton Potwin. 

HARTFORD, Cr. 
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close social relations with foreigners, still the quiet, gnomic tone would 
seem to take us out of the period of sharp political conflict. In this 
regard the author may have been in a position not unlike that of the 
writer of the book of Ecclesiastes, — living in full view of social in- 
equality and corruption, but looking on the social picture with the 
eye rather of the philosopher than of the prophet. 

The psalmist’s attitude toward the sacrifices is peculiar. He is not 
unfriendly, at least not hostile to the ritual, for his people are de- 
scribed as those who have made a covenant with him by sacrifice 
(ver. 5), and God is represented as declaring that their burnt offerings 
are continually before him. Yet the poet looks on all this elaborate 
system of sacrifice as something secondary and subordinate, since 
God, the Lord of all things, has no need of the flesh of bulls and the 
blood of goats, and rather desires the sacrifice of thanksgiving. We 
here again see a tone of thought not unlike that of Ecclesiastes, the 
emphasizing of the ethical over against the ritual: ‘‘ He that orders 
his way I will show him the salvation of God.” This psalm may have 
been written in Palestine or in any other Jewish community. We 
cannot separate it from Ecclesiastes and the later parts of Proverbs ; 
it could hardly-be earlier than the third century and may belong to’ 
the latter half of the second. Its most interesting feature is its non- 
sacerdotal, non-prophetic disposition to lay stress on the weightier 
matters of the law and demand mercy rather than sacrifice. Its 
separation from the other Asaph psalms is perhaps due to the differ- 
ence of tone and content, though one would be disposed to. believe 
that it originated in a different circle and had not come under the 
notice of the collector of the third book. 


No. Il. 
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BY PROF. B. B. WARFIELD, D.D. 


I. The Pseudo-Athanasius and the Didaché, 


! 

HE very interesting parallels between the Pseudo-Athanasian 
tract, Svvraypa AidacKxadéas,' and the Didaché, which Prof. J. 
Rendel Harris has adduced in his little pamphlet,’ deserve some sep- 
arate study... When attention has once been called to it, indeed, 
this whole tract appears an adaptation of. the moral teaching of the 
Didaché to a different time and changed circumstances, as truly, if 
not as fully, as the Seventh Book of the Apostolical Constitutions it- 
self: it is the Didaché calculated to another meridian. Its very name 
carries its character with it; it professes to detail the manner of life 
which ought to characterize the sons of the Catholic Church, although 
it has especially in mind its anchorets or monks. It opens by telling 
us that although we are saved by grace, yet grace itself desires its 
children to be willing sons of wisdom and of every good work ; and 
calls on us to live worthy of our faith. The way having been thus 
prepared, the tract proceeds to set forth what requirements we must 
keep. We perceive at once that the author’s rule of life corresponds 
to the “two ways” sections of the Didaché, for he opens his body of: 
commandments thus: ‘‘The Lord thy God shalt thou love with all ° 
thy heart and with all thy soul, and thy neighbor as thyself. Thou 
shalt not kill; thou shalt not commit adultery ; thou shalt not commit 
fornication; thou shalt not corrupt boys; thou shalt not practice 
sorcery ; thou shalt not be dissentious ; abstain from what is strangled, 
and idol sacrifice, and blood.’”’ The wording of the command to love 
God here has been deflected into closer agreement with Deut. vi. 4 
(or Mark xii. 29), and it has thus received a form such as stands in 


1 Cf. Migne, Vol. XXVIII., col. 836 sq.; although I have more particularly 
used the edition of Athanasius’ works published by Weidmann at Cologne in 
(Vol. II.) MDCLXXXVI. 

2 The Teaching of the Apostles and the Sibylline Books, Cambridge: H. W. 
Wallis, 1885, pp. 15, 16, zzo¢es. 
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no. other witness to the Didaché. But the Didaché is clearly the 
source from which the whole has been drawn, and the Didaché in 
that form of its text, represented by Barnabas, the Ecclesiastical 
Canons and the Latin Version, in which i. 3 εὐλογεῖτε to 11. 1 is omitted, 
and the discourse passes immediately over from 1. 3 to ii. 2... The 
order in which the first four prohibitions of Didaché ii. 2 are here 
reported is worth remarking in that they are very variously transmitted 
to us, and this exact order is found nowhere else but in the Ecclesiasti- 
cal Canons. The addition at the end of the extract may be Jewish in 
origin, but is probably rather drawn here from Acts xv. 29, where, as 
well as in verse 20, the Western text adds the negative form of the 
golden rule as found in the opening verses of the Didaché. 
Returning, however, to the Syztagma, it proceeds immediately with 
a probable reference to Didaché ii. 1: “These things are indeed 
plain sins ; but the commandments which appear as if less than the 
least, an account of which also we shall give, are these.” Here, first 
turning to the monks, the author gives counsels as to the care they 
must take not to sin with heart or eyes in looking at a woman, and 
then drops naturally again into the precepts of the Didaché: “Take 
care, too, not to be double-speeched, nor double-minded, nor a liar, 
nor a slanderer,’’—where the relation to Didaché 11. 4 is unmistakable. 
The Syxfagma prolongs the list freely from this point, now taking up 
items found in the Didaché ii. and iii., and now introducing new ones." 
It next condemns oaths and immodesty, and proceeds again: ‘Take. 
not part in the feasts of the Gentiles; keep not Sabbaths; use not 
witchcraft ; practice not sorcery; nor [suffer] another to do these 
things for thee in sickness or pain of calamity; go not forth to an 
enchanter (ἐπαοιδὸν), nor place a phylactery about thyself, nor be a 
purifier, neither of course do these things for thyself, nor let them be 
done for thee by another; keep thy body from every filthiness and 
lasciviousness,” εἴς. Amid much other matter, reference to Didaché 
ii. and il. 4 is here plain enough. Next follow warnings against 
subintroduced women, —‘ ἀγαπηταί men call them, but they quickly 
become puonrai,’—and against all hate, and then’we come to a 
reminiscence of Didaché vill. 1-2: ‘“ Pray not with a heretic nor 


1 φυλάττεσθαι τε μὴ εἶναι δίλογον, μὴ δίγνωμον, μὴ ψεύστην, μὴ κατάλαλον, μὴ 
ἀκεροπερίσπαστον, μὴ ἀναίσχυντον, μὴ ῥίμβον, μὴ ἀναίσθητον, μὴ αὐθάδη, μὴ 
σαπρὺν λόγον ἐκ χειλέων προφέροντα, μή τε ὕρκον ὅλων τὸ παραίταν ἀλλὰ ναὶ ναὶ, 
ov οὐ κ. τ. A. 

2 The main matters here run: μὴ μαγεύειν, μη φαρμακεύειν... μὴ ἀπέρχεσθαι 
πρὸς émaodoy ... mite περικαθαίρειν κ. τ. A. 
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along with Gentiles ; omit not the fast, that is, the fourth [day] and 
the preparation (unless thou hast been weighed down somewhat by 
sickness), Pentecost only and the Epiphanies being excepted,” etc., 
after which the yearly fasts are mentioned, of which, as will be 
remembered, there is no mention in the Didaché. The celebration 
of the Lord’s Supper is commended next, and then money affairs 
receive a pretty full treatment — “sharing with him that hath not” 
being commanded, and money-lending allowed, provided no interest 
is taken; and then once more we catch a glimpse of the Didaché 
(iil. 8) ; ‘ Be humble and quiet, trembling continually at the oracles 
of the Lord,” to which is immediately added, “Be not warlike, 
neither strike a man, or only thy little child for training, and that 
most circumspectly (παρατετηρμένως), considering lest mayhap murder 
come from thee: for many are the occasions of death,” to which a 
rather odd parallel exists in the Pseudo-Phocylides.! Meat and dress 
next come in for treatment, but nothing else that recalls the Didaché 
in other than a general way except a single phrase parallel with vi. 1, 
towards the close of the tract, where also the tradition (παράδοσιν) of 
the church is spoken of with the highest respect. 

Now an interest attaches to all this that is greater than would be 
raised by the mere fact that the Pseudo-Athanasius has based his 
treatise on the Didaché. For he has preserved enough of the 
Didaché to enable us to perceive not only that his Didaché was of 
the general type of that text which was used by the author of the 
Canons, but also that it stood particularly close to the text used by 
the Canons, —closer than any other known form of the text. It 
might be suspected that the Pseudo-Athanasius has drawn from the 
Canons and not directly from the Didaché: but this is excluded by 
the presence in this tract of phrases from the Didaché which have not 
been abstracted by the Canons. For instance, its parallel with Didaché 
iii. 8 (Migne, col. 840) reads, γίνου ταπεινὸς καὶ ἡσύχιος, τρέμων δία 
παντὸς τὰ λόγια τοῦ Kupidv. The passage involves a quotation from 
Isa. Ixvi. 2, to which Pseudo-Athanasius conforms more closely 
than either the Didaché or the Canons. Thence is derived the 
ταπεινὸς καὶ and apparently the τοῦ κυρίου (cf. Isa. Ixvi. 2, wou and 
verse 5, αὐτοῦ = κυρίυυ). But the δία παντὸς is found nowhere except 
in the Didaché itself and this quotation. It seems clear that the 
Pseudo-Athanasius thus gives us an additional witness to a Didaché 
text such as that from which the Canons drew its quotations. 


1 Νηπίαχων ἁπαλῶν μὴ ἅψη χειρὶ βιαίᾳ κ. τ. λ. 
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The matter cannot be fully elucidated, however, until we glance at 
another Pseudo-Athanasian tract, for knowledge of the relation of 
which to the Didaché I am indebted to Prof. 5. 5. Orris.! This 
tract, which is entitled Fath of the 318 Holy Nicene Fathers, has 
drawn practically the same matter from the Didaché which the 
Syatagma Doctrinae has. It requires only a glance at the two to see 
that there is close relationship between them. Not only does the 
extract in the Faith of the Nicene Fathers also pass from 1. 2 directly 
to ii. 2, but it adds a similar reminiscence of Acts xv. 29;” and 
this is characteristic of the relation between the two throughout, — 
the same general borrowings and the same additions meet us every- 
where. Yet it is equally clear that neither of the tracts has borrowed 
this matter from the other: amid their striking samenesses there are 
numerous petty divergences, and especially each tract has words of 
the Didaché which are not found in the other. For instance, the 
Syntagma Doctrinae has a part of Didaché iil. 4, and the MWcene 
Fathers draws several items from ii. 4-11. 6, and in particular gives 
vi. 1 almost verbatim, without the support of the other tract. We 
appear, then, to be shut up to the hypothesis that these Pseudo- 
Athanasian tracts preserve to us knowledge, either of a new reworking 
of the Didaché hitherto unknown, from which they both quote inde- 
pendently, or else (less probably) of a considerable quotation from 
the Didaché in some lost book from which they both draw. In 
either case, when we put them together we get a new witness to the 
text and scope of the Didaché. I say “new” witness, for when we 
put them together the inferences at which we formerly hinted, when 
speaking of the Syatagma Doctrinae alone, receive new strength. 
The Faith of the Nicene Fathers preserves for us, for instance, in a 
completeness found nowhere else except in the Didaché itself, the 
opening of Didaché vi. 1: “See, O man, that no one seduce thee 
from this faith, since apart from God he teacheth thee” (ἐπεὶ παρεκ- 
τὸς θεοῦ σε διδάσκει). So that we may be certain that the common 
source of the quotations in the two tracts is a hitherto unknown 
witness to the circulation and text of the Didaché. 

It might be an interesting task to reconstruct so much of this 


1 The Pseudo-Athanasius and The Teaching in The [New York] Jnde- 
pendent for April 15, 1886. The tract itself may be consulted in Migne, Vol. 
XXVIII., col. 1639 sq. 

2 In the Syatagma the words run, ‘Abstain from what is strangled and idol 
sacrifice and blood’; in the Fazth of the Nicene Fathers, ‘We must abstain from 
what is strangled and from blood and from covetousness.’ 
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common source as has been used by our tracts. Tuis would, how- 
ever, be difficult and in parts impossible ; and it is not necessary for 
using its witness for reconstructing the original Didaché. We may 
be certain that it contained Didaché i. 2-11. 2 in this form: Κύριον 
τὸν θέον σου ἀγαπήσεις ἐξ ὅλης καρδίας σου, καὶ ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ψυχῆς σου, 
καὶ τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς σεαύτον οὐ φονεύσεις, οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὐ πορνεύ- 
σεις, οὗ παιδοφορήσεις, οὐ φαρμακεύσεις, οὐ κλέψεις, οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, 
οὐ διχοστατήσεις " ἀπέχε πνικτοῦ, [καὶ εἰδωλοθύτου], καὶ αἵματος, [καὶ 
πλεονεξίας]. The words, “thou shalt not steal, thou shalt not bear 
false witness,” are witnessed by the Faith of the Nicene Fathers only, 
and the position of false witness at this point may be compared with 
the position given the same item in the Latin Version of the 7zaching, 
though both deflections are probably independent and due to the 
natural reminiscence of the Decalogue in its Old Testament, or one of 
its New Testament forms. Then our document contained prohibitions 
‘ of certain sins prohibited in Didaché 1]. 4, il. 6, and ili. 1-6. The items 
are “ double-speech”’ and “ double-mindedness,” from il. 4; covet- 
ousness and haughtiness, from ii. 6 ; proneness to anger, from 11]. 2 ; 
filthy talking, from ii. 3; lying, from 111. 5; self-will, from 11]. 6. 
There is no certainty, however, that these items were arranged in the 
artistic form in which they appear in the Didaché; and there are 
other items connected with them, such as ‘slander’ (cf. Didaché ii. 
3, καταλογήσεις) and ‘proneness to wine’ (cf. Hermas, Mand. viii. 
3-5 ; Constt. vi.) and the like which have no place in the Didaché. 
Next it contained the striking sentence in Didaché ui. 8; and at an 
earlier point, apparently, the opening words of Didaché viii. It also 
certainly contained Didaché vi. 1; and there is a hint that c. xiii. 
may have also been known to its compiler. Finally both documents 
hint, at beginning and end, that they are dealing with ‘ tradition’ and 
‘teaching.’ 

If we may sum up what we gain by the unearthing of this new 
witness in a word or two, we should say first that it gives us a new 
witness to the circulation of the Didaché in that form which is testi- 
fied to by Barnabas, the Latin Version, and the Canons, and which 
we have elsewhere ventured to call the ‘Egyptian’ text. Next, in 
doing this, it gives a new witness to the spuriousness of 1. 3, εὐλογεῖτε 
—ii.2. Next, it assures us that the peculiar and most logical order 
in which the Canons arrange the sins of lust in 11. 2 is not an indi- 
vidualism of that document, but an inheritance. Perhaps a word 
here will not be out of place. There are four orders in which the 
first four prohibitions of ii. 2 have come down to us : — 
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I. 2. 3. 4. Bryennios’ MS. and Apostolical Constitutions. 
[1]. 4. 2. 3. Barnabas and Clement of Alexandria (Ζιφ. ii. 10). 

I. 2. 4. 3. Ecclesiastical Canons and Pseudo-Athanasius. 

2. 1./[3]- [4]. Latin Version. 


The Latin Version is in some confusion in this context, and that casts 
some doubt on its testimony. ‘The original order is pretty sure to 
have been tf. 2. 3. 4. or elsé 1. 2. 4. 3., and now there is good reason 
to believe that the latter is the order of the Egyptian recension of 
the text; but which is the original order is more doubtful. It is 
worth noting, too, that the Pseudo-Athanasian source contained 
Didaché iii. 1-6 and vi., to both of which as parts of the original 
Didaché, objections have recently been raised ; and further that its 
scope included more than chapters 1.—vi., and embraced chapter viii. 
and perhaps also chapter xiii.’ 


11. Yhe Book of Jubilecs and the Didaché. 


A very strong tendency has developed itself among students of the 
Didaché to look for a Jewish form of it on which our present Didaché 
was based, and from which it was christianized by more or less inter- 
polation or rewriting. The original incitement to this opinion was 
the difficulty of accounting for the complicated relations that exist 
between the Zeaching and Barnabas; and as Barnabas’s borrowings 
practically confine themselves to the first six chapters of the Zeach- 
zugs, the hypothesis has usually taken the form of supposing the pre- 
existence of a Jewish Zwo Ways. Dr. Lightfoot, at the Church 
Congress of 1884 (see Expositor, January, 1885, p. 8), in commend- 
ing this hypothesis, says: ‘‘ The idea of the Zzwo Ways was familiar 
to Greek philosophers. May not some pious Jew, then, have taken 
up this idea and interwoven into it the moral code of the Old Testa- 
ment, writing perhaps under the mask of a heathen philosopher, who 
thus was made an unwilling witness to the superiority of Jewish 
ethics? The adoption of a heathen pseudonym was not an uncom- 
mon device with the literary Jew before and about the time of the 
Christian era, as, for instance, in the maxims of the Pseudo-Phocylides 


1 The possible hint of chapter xiii. is found on col. 841, and runs, δικαίως συνά- 
you καρποὺς καὶ μὴ ἔχων τι ἀδικίας πρῶτον μὲν τὰς ἀπαρχὰς τοῖς ἱερεῦσι πρόσφερε. 
It may be added that the Syztagma borrows from Did. i. 2; ii. 2, 4; iii. 3, 4, 6, 8; 
vi. 1; vill. 1; and possibly xiii.; and that the Fazth of the Nicene Fathers borrows 
from Did. i. 2; ii. 2, 4, 6; iii. 2, 3, 5, 6, 8; vie; viii. 1; and possibly xiii. 
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and the predictions of the Pseudo-Sibyllines.” From this original 
Jewish work he supposes both Barnabas and the Zeaching to have 
drawn, Dr. (Ὁ. Taylor, in his two lectures on the Zeaching, recently 
published, but delivered so long ago as the early summer of 1885, 
perceives that the document which Barnabas quotes is either: the 
Teaching itself or a tradition or writing of which it has preserved 
the original form (pp. 7 and 44), but is led, on critical grounds, to 
“postulate the existence of an earlier form of the manual of the 7zwo 
Ways, of Jewish character and possibly pre-Christian in date, on which 
our chapters 1-6 were framed” (p. 22). Similarly, Prof. J. Rendel 
Harris, in his pamphlet on the Zeaching and the Sibyllines, while 
holding that the Pseudo-Phocylides has versified the Zeaching, and 
wrote late enough to have had before him such a book as cur Zeach- 
ang, yet, because he “has omitted all references to the gospels which 
are found in the Zeaching,”’ and because his ‘ morality is so often 
inferior,” thinks “that we must either assume that the Phocylidist 
of the first century has produced a morality to be described in M. 
Sabatier’s way, as simplifice pour les paiens, or we must fall back 
upon the existence of an earlier and more rudimentary Teaching, 
ethically more continuous with the Jewish schools, and perhaps 
somewhat earlier than the Christian era.” ‘There is no reason, 
in the nature of things,’”’ he adds, “against the existence of a Jewish 
or Essene Διδαχή, when we consider how actively proselytism was being 
carried on about the time of the Christian era, and reflect that our 
own apostolic Zeaching must have been called into existence by 
somewhat similar circumstances. I see that M. Massebieau has made 
a similar suggestion (Levue de 1’ Histoire des Religions, x. 2. Ὁ. 168). 
‘Dans ces prescriptions qui sanctionnent un certain nombre de cou- 
tumes juives j’ai cru pouvoir distinguer les traces d’un enseignement 
destiné aux prosélytes juifs avant d’étre utilisé pour les catechuménes 
chrétiens.’ I think we may be confirmed in this view by a study of 
the ethics of the works of Philo” (p. 25). 

Now it appears to be perfectly manifest, that the affinities of our 
Teaching, especially if we will confine our attention to its first six 
chapters, are intensely Jewish. It seems equally clear that the roots 
of this treatise are set in Jewish soil, and that we may hope to trace 
back the matter here given us to a Jewish beginning. But I do not 
at all share the hopes of those who are seeking traces of a Jewish 
writing which could justly be called the source of our Zzoe Ways, — 
which is sufficiently like it to have furnished the matter in Barnabas 
that gives to that epistle so much of what is also found in our 7wo 
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Ways, or to have furnished the precepts which the Pseudo-Phocylides 
has versified and so come to seem to have versified our treatise. The 
common source of Barnabas and the Zeaching as given to us in 
Bryennios’s MS., is a Christian, not a Jewish volume; as the character 
of the Latin version suggests, and as Dr. Taylor sees, when he says 
that the source of Barnabas was either our Zeaching or ‘a tradition 
or writing of which it has preserved the original form.”” ‘The Pseudo- 
Phocylides, too, had apparently our Zwo Ways and not a similar Jew- 
ish book before him ; and his omission of the references to the gospels 
in 1. 3-11. 1, is due to the failure of that section in the earliest Christian 
Teaching —in other words, to its being a later interpolation into the 
Christian treatise itself. Neither do I think it accurate to describe 
our Zwo Vays as containing, after the omission of 1. 3-11. 1, nothing 
which is distinctly Christian. Its essence seems to me to be Chris- 
tian ; it appears to me to be still based on Matthew’s Gospel in a real 
sense, and to be throughout the free composition of a hand that was 
at once Jewish and Christian. I look for the discovery of Jewish 
models on which this treatise was fashioned, of Jewish parallels by 
which it is illustrated, of Jewish nuclei, even, about which it has been 
deposited, but not of a Jewish form in which also practically this 
same treatise circulated. ‘The true state of the case seems to me to 
be adumbrated in some words of Dr. Egbert G. Smyth, printed as 
long ago as April, 1884 (Zhe Andover Review, April, 1884, p. 432, 
note), although I cannot agree that the diversity between Barnabas 
and the Zeaching can be so explained. Dr. Smyth having spoken of 
the familiar use of the simile of the Zwo Ways among Jews and 
Gentiles alike, adds: “It looks as though a conception so readily 
adapted to didactic purposes early gathered about it appropriate | 
materials, which were worked up on the basis of the Decalogue, and 
where the Christian spirit prevailed, by a free use of the Sermon on 
the Mount and other preceptive instruction, both oral and written.” 
If this be understood in a purely general sense, it perfectly expresses 
just what seems to have taken place. There is no difficulty in find- 
ing traces of Jewish treatises on the Zwo Ways, but they very remotely 
resemble our Zwo Ways ; and in Christian times, while our Zwo lVays 
alone seems to have had much circulation, it continued to be added 
to, and generally just from the material found in the Sermon on the 
Mount or other bodies of Christian precepts. The great interpola- 
tion which was so early intruded into chapter i. is one example ; the 
various reworkings in Barnabas, the Canons, the Constitutions, and 
the Pseudo-Athanasius furnish others. 
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Certainly all traces of a Jewish use of the parable of the Zwo Ways 
which have been adduced heretofore, are illustrative of our treatise 
rather than basal to it. That there were “ detailed descriptions (as 
in the Zeaching). of the evil way”’ in circulation, seems to be often 
implied (cf. Taylor, p. 45); but not that there was this special 
detailed description of it. The canonical books gave the incitement 
to the formation of such treatises (Jer. xxi. 8, and Deut. xxx. 15 sg.), 
and the Jewish writers were not slow in following out the hint. How 
it was done may be seen as well as anywhere in the Zestaments of the 
AST, Patriarchs, ‘Aser’ and ‘ Benjamin.’ The former of these testa- 
ments is entitled, “Concerning the two faces, of vice and virtue,” 
and begins: ‘Two ways God gave to the sons of men, and two 
minds and two doings and two places and two ends. On this account 
all things are two, one opposite the other. Two ways there are of 
good and evil; with respect to which there, are two minds in our 
breasts distinguishing them. Τί, therefore, the soul desireth the good, 
its every act is in righteousness ; and if it sin, immediately it repent- 
eth. For considering righteous things and casting away malice, it 
overthroweth immediately the evil thing and uprooteth the sin. But 
if the mind inclineth to evil, its every act is in malice ; and driving 
away the good, it taketh to it the evil and is ruled over by Beliar, and 
though it do the good thing, it perverteth it in evil. For whenever 
it beginneth as though to do good, it bringeth the end of its action 
to do evil; since the treasure of the devil is filled with the poison of 
an evil spirit.” With this beginning, Aser makes his testament a 
development of the thesis that these two ways and two minds are 
opposite to one another in such a sense that the presence of the one 
vitiates the other. Its message is that good men are μονοπρόσωποι, 
and therefore we must guard against becoming διπρόσωποι, of good- 
ness and wickedness, and cleave unto goodness only. There is much 
in the details with which this thesis is illustrated that stands alongside 
the Zeaching, and the whole reminds us of it ; as, e.g., in the stress laid 
on the sin of double-facedness (cf. Did. ii. 4) ; but we have here 
illustration, not a trace of a source. The ethical part of the testa- 
ment of Benjamin, which is entitled “ of a pure mind,” opens (ch. 111), 
thus: “And you, my children, love ye the Lord, the God of heaven, 
and keep his commandments, . . . and let your mind be unto good. 
. . . Fear the Lord and love your neighbor; and even though the 
spirits of Beliar allure you into every wickedness of trouble, yet shall 
no wickedness of trouble have dominion over you. . . . Know ye, 
my children, the end of a good man?” And then follows a descrip- 
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tion of the end and character of the good man, full of beautiful con- 
ceptions, but not suggestive to us of anything beyond a rather remote 
_ illustration of the ethical teaching of our Didaché. , 

Whether these portions of the Testaments are the product of a 
Jewish-Christian or of a Jewish pen, their relation of resemblance 
to our Zeaching, and yet of essential disconnection from it, is some- 
what characteristic of the ethical teaching of Jewish writings of about 
the time of Christ. Much use, for instance, is made in the very 
meagre parenetic parts of the book of Enoch of the figure of the two 
ways of life and death (cf. ¢.g., ἘΠῚ 71,16; xv. 82,4; xviii. g1, 3; 
xix. 99, 10, and 105, 2). ‘The most interesting passage, probably, is 
the following, which I quote in Professor Schodde’s translation (xix. 94, 
I sg., p. 247): “And now 1 say to you, my children, love justice and 
walk in it, for the paths of justice are worthy that they be accepted ; 
and the paths of injustice are destroyed suddenly and cease. And 
to certain men of @ future generation the paths of violence and of 
death will be revealed, and they will retreat from them, and will not 
follow them. And now I say to you, the just: Do not walk in the 
wicked path and in violence, and not in the paths of death, and do 
not approach them, that ye be not destroyed. But love and choose 
for yourselves justice and a pleasing life, and walk in the paths of 
peace, that ye may live and have joy. And hold in the thoughts 
of your hearts, and let not my words be eradicated from your hearts ; 
for I know that the sinners will deceive men to make wisdom wicked, 
and it will not find a place, and all kinds of temptations will not 
cease.” The way having been thus prepared to speak of individual 
sins, woes are next pronounced on certain classes of sinners, — those 
that build injustice and violence, and found deception ; who build 
their houses in sin, and acquire gold and silver, and trust in riches ; 
who revile and shed blood and pronounce curses, repay evil to their 
neighbor, and witness untruth, and pursue the just and tread down 
the lowly, and practise injustice and destruction and reviling,—a 
long and very interesting list, in which attention is also paid to abor- 
tion and child-murder and idolatry and the like, but again which only 
illustrates, and does not account for our Zeaching. 

A similar passage in the book of Jubilees stands somewhat nearer 
to our Zeaching. Indeed, I have sometimes fancied that it might even 
suggest a reminiscence one way or the other, or possibly preserve 
knowledge of a nucleus out of which our treatise may have grown. It 
is found in the testamentary discourse of Noah (Jubilees vii. 16 sg.), 
and closes with a sentence which lays the strongest stress on tradition. 
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The peculiarity of it which suggests our Zeaching is, that it connects 
the commands to love God and our neighbor with the simile of the 
two *ways. Moreover, in several of its phrases it presents a rather 
odd resemblance to the Zeaching in some of the forms in which it 
has come down to us. For instance, near the beginning Noah com- 
mands his children “that they should bless him that created them”? — 
just the phrase in Did. 1. 2. “And,” it continues, “should honor 
father and mother”; and we are struck with the conjunction that 
occurs in Pseudo-Phocylides 8 (Orac. Sib. 11. 60) : “ First honor God 
and after that thy parents,’’ —a conjunction of commandments which _ 
has probably arisen from the Jewish arrangement of the “ ten words,” 
by which the fifth commandment stood last on the first table ; and 
these two might easily be considered the summing up of the first 
table of the Law. In accordance with this conception, Noah is made 
to proceed immediately: ‘‘and each should love his neighbor and 
should preserve their souls from fornication and from all uncleanness 
and unrighteousness,” — the progress being from the first to the 
second table, which the following sentences deal with. Next, after a 
somewhat diffuse sanction to these demands, drawn from the fate 
of the Watchers, Noah proceeds: “ Behold, I am the first to see your 
works, that ye do not walk in righteousness, for in the paths of de- 
struction have you commenced to να}. Now,-while we should not 
rashly draw conclusions from such parallels, they appear to me to be 
eminently worth noting, and at all events, unless we except Tobit iv., 
this is as close a parallel to our Zeaching as has yet turned up ina 
Jewish writing. I quote the passage in full from Dr. Schodde’s trans- 
lation (in the Libhotheca Sacra, April, 1886, p. 358 sg.) :— 

“And in the 28 Jubilee he [Noah] began to command the sons of 
his sons the ordinances and the commandments, all as he had learned 
them, and the judgments, and he testified to his sons that they should 
observe righteousness, and that they should cover the shame of their 
flesh, and that they should bless him that created them,’ and should 
honor father and mother, and each should love his netghbor,? and 


1 Did. i. 2: “Thou shalt love God who made thee.” Cf. Barnabas xix. 2 (also 
xvi. I); and Canons: ‘‘ Thou shalt love God who made thee and glorify him.” ... 
Justin, Apol.i. 16: ‘The greatest commandment is, ‘Thou shalt worship the Lord 
thy God and Him only shalt thou serve, with all thy heart and with all thy 
strength, the Lord God that made thee.”’ Cf. also 2 Clem. xv. 2. 

2 Pseudo-Phocylides 8 (Orac. Sib. ii. 60): ‘* First honor God and after that 
thy parents.” 

8 Did. i. 2: ‘‘Thou shalt love ... thy neighbor as thyself.” Cf. Canons 4 
and Constt. vil. 2. : 


NOTES ON THE DIDACHE. 97 


should preserve their souls from /fornzcation and from all uncleanness 
and unrighteousness." For on account of these three things the 
deluge came over the earth, namely, on account of fornication in 
which the Watchmen indulged against the commandments of their 
law with the daughters of men, and took to themselves wives from 
all whom they chose and made the beginning of uncleanness. .. . And 
the Lord destroyed everything from the face of the earth on account 
of their deeds, and on account of the d/o0d which was spilt over the 
earth. And we were left, I and you, my sons, and behold I am the 
first to see your works that ye do not walk in righteousness, for in 
the paths of destruction have you commenced to walk, and are sepa- 
rating yourselves each from his neighbor, and are envious the one of 
the other, and are not in harmony, each with his neighbor and his 
brother. And yet, my sons, for I see and behold the Satans’ have 
commenced to lead astray you and your children ; and now I fear on 
your behalf that after my death ye will spill the blood of men over 
the face of the earth and that ye too will be destroyed from its face. 
For every one that sheds the blood of any man and every one that 
eats the blood in any flesh,° shall all be destroyed from the earth... . 
With regard to all blood over you which is in all the days that ye 
sacrifice an animal or a beast or whatever flies over the earth, and do 
a good deed concerning your souls,’ in your covering of that which 
has been spilt over the face of the earth. And ye shall not be like 
him that eats with blood,’ be strong that no one eat blood in your 
presence. . . . And now, my children, obey and practice righteous- 
ness and justice so that ye be planted in righteousness upon the 
whole face of the earth, and that your renown be elevated before 


1 Did. ii. 2 (cf. also iii. 1) and the following verses. Note here the distribu- 
tion into fornication and murder especially, and the prominence of these points 
in Did. ii. 2. Cf. the order in the Latin version and also the Pseudo-Athanasius. 

Φ ΠΝ Π ΤΠῚ valle. Bann. κὶς ΤΠ 2. ἘΝ 1: οἷς: 

8 Did. iii. 2, and iv. 3: “Thou shalt not make division.” Barn. xix. 11, 
Canons 3. Pseudo-Athanasius: “Thou shalt not be dissentious.” 

4 Do., also Barn. xix. 2: ‘“f Thou shalt not cleave to those that walk in the way 
of death.” 

® Barn. xviii: “ But over the other [the way of darkness, are] angels of Satan”; 
xx. I: ‘* But the way of the black one is crooked and full of curse.” 

ὁ Pseudo-Athanasius ed i727¢- “Thou shall not kill. . . . Abstain from blood.” 
(See above.) 

7 Cf. Did. iv. 6; Barn. xix. 11; also Barn. xix. 8: “As much as thou canst, 
thou shalt make purification for thy soul.” 

8 Pseudo-Athanasius, as above. 
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my God who has saved me from the water of the deluge.... And 
the first fruits! that they gather shall be brought before the Lord our 
God, the most high, who created heaven and earth and all things, so 
that they bring in fatness, the first of the wine and oil as first fruits 
upon the altar of the Lord who receives it, and what is left the ser- 
vants of the Lord shall eat before the altar which he has accepted. 
», .. For this did Enoch, the father of your father Methuselah, 
command his sons, and Methuselah his son Lamech, and Lamech 
commanded me all the things which his father commanded him ; but 
I command it to you, my children, just as Enoch commanded his son 
in the first Jubilee ; while he was alive, in his generation, the seventh, ” 
he commanded and testified to his sons and to the sons of his sons, 
until the day of his death.” 


1 Did. xiii, 3, ete. 


Introductory Remarks by President Gilman at the 
Opening of the Tenth Academic Year of the Johns 
Hopkins University, October 1, 1885. 


Gentlemen and Ladies: 


The Johns Hopkins University has invited you to partici- 
pate to-day in the opening of the tenth annual session of this 
academic body. Since 1876, it has been’ the usage to meet in 
one of our own halls at this season of the year, without the 
presence of a public assembly; and to listen to words of 
counsel and instruction sometimes from members of the resi- 
dent faculty, sometimes from gentlemen who have been con- 
nected with other educational foundations. 

This place and this concourse are unusual. When we 
came to our posts a few days ago, after the summer’s separa- 
tion, it was apparent that the largest hall of the University 
was quite inadequate to receive the company who desired to 
see and hear the distinguished speaker who is soon to address 
you. I had written to the Archdeacon that in addition to 
the officers and students of the University, some of our 
friends would probably be present, but I had no idea how 
many such friends would be brought together by the mere 
announcement of the name of Farrar. 

Under these circumstances I should prefer to be restricted 
to welcoming the speaker, but the Trustees have requested me 
to proceed with the usual brief review of the conditions under 


which the new year opens. I shall not detain you long, 
postponing to another hour and place those announcements 
in which the faculty and students are alone concerned, and 
limiting my remarks to matters of public interest. 

The year which began last October with the brilliant lec- 
tures of the great Scotch physicist, Sir William Thomson, 
came to a fitting close with a decision on the part of the 
Trustees, to proceed at once to the construction of a Physical 
Laboratory. Having secured a convenient site for a build- 
ing which exacts peculiar exemption from the shaking οἵ. 
the earth, and ample exposure to the “serene influences ” 
of the heavenly bodies, appropriate plans were next to be 
devised after a study of kindred laboratories recently built at 
Cambridge and New Haven, and a careful consideration of the 
particular requirements of our own investigators in physics, 
astronomy and mathematics. The plans which have been 
worked out by a combination of scientific purpose and architec- 
tural skill will soon be apparent to the passer-by as the walls 
rise and the edifice is made ready for occupancy before we open 
another annual session. This is the third and last laboratory 
required at present,—at least until we preceed, as we soon 
must, to the construction of the buildings for a school of 
medicine. We are still in great need of a large edifice for 
general academic uses, to include the library, already bursting 
its narrow walls; the assembly hall, always too crowded, 
and the class-rooms now distributed under so many inadequate 
roofs. Is it too much to hope that some friend of the 
university, some man of wealth who loves the place of his 
nativity or residence, and who desires to contribute toward 
the education of youth will come forward and perpetuate his 
name in the grateful and enduring remembrance of successive 
generations, by providing for the university such a building 
as I have sketched ? 

It is generally known that since the beginning of this uni- 
versity a medical school has been projected. Now that the 
large Johns Hopkins Hospital approaches completion, and. 


thirteen admirable buildings are being fitted for their humane 
purposes, the thoughts of the administration are constantly 
occupied with the provision here to be made for advancing 
those departments of knowledge which pertain to the relief 
of suffering, the prevention of disease and the promotion of 
physical well-being. It is for this reason that already so 
much attention has been given to the biological sciences, and 
to courses of study which may fit young men for the success- 
ful prosecution of their subsequent professional work. We 
are nearly ready to take the next steps forward. Two sorts 
of professors are called for in such a medical school as we 
propose to establish,—those who give all their time to the 
development of some branch of medical science without en- 
gaging in practice; and those who, by the constant observa- 
tion and treatment of disease at the bedside, are best fitted for 
practical instruction and clinical advice. With the university 
professors of chemistry and biology, and the medical adviser 
of the hospital, a professor of pathology is now associated, 
and negotiations are in successful progress with a professor of 
therapeutics who may be expected to join the staff a year or 
more hence. On another occasion the trustees will have the 
opportunity of presenting these gentlemen to the profession of 
Baltimore. At the present time, I will only say that Dr. 
W.H. Welch, (the professor of pathology just referred to), 
is already here. ‘To his previous acquisitions, which were of 
the highest order, he has added a year of observation and 
study in Europe,—a year when more than ever before the 
nature and causes of disease have been considered by the ablest 
physicians under circumstances most favorable for the ascer- 
tainment of truth ; and we anticipate that he will contribute to 
the organization of our school of medicine wise counsel, wide 
knowledge, and the heartiest desire to promote the welfare of 
his fellow-men by laborious investigations upon the nature of 
human ailments. 

Passing to a totally different department of study, I am 
able to announce that the chair of New Testament Greek, 


unhappily vacated at the close of our last session, will proba- 
bly be filled by a scholar of international fame who has 
favorably considered the overture made to him, and who will 
be nominated to the Trustees for their appointment at the 
earliest opportunity. I refer to Dr. Caspar René Gregory, 
an American now holding the position of a privat-docent in 
the University of Leipsic, who was selected to carry forward 
to completion the work of the great biblical scholar, Tischen- 
dorf, after his decease, and who has been engaged for a long 
while past in an arduous investigation of the manuscripts of — 
the New Testament in the widely scattered libraries of Europe, 
and is soon to continue these studies in more remote oriental 
repositories. ΤῸ some of us, it will be a great satisfaction if 
the Johns Hopkins University may be the means of encour- 
aging these fruitful studies and of aiding an American of 
such rare qualifications to continue the work to which he 
has been called by the concurrent voices of European and 
American scholarship. 

During the last few weeks most of the members of this 
University, in accordance with time-honored custom, have 
been engaged in that department of research which may be 
called in the language of physical science, “the storage of 
energy.” On the mountains and by the sea shore we have 
been gathering strength for the winter’s work. Not a few of 
our company have found time to labor while they have been 
at play. I could tell you of more than one book, more than 
one memoir, more than one scientific journal (let me name 
particularly two numbers of the American Journal of Archee- 
ology and two of the American Journal of Mathematics), 
which are the product of the summer’s actiyity. 

But the only organized work of the vacation has been that 
of our sea-side station for the study of marine life, which is 
commonly known as the Chesapeake Zodlogical Laboratory. 
A company of investigators has been engaged since June 
last, under the continued direction of Dr. W. K. Brooks, 
in the study of such life-histories as may be learned from 


the abundant fauna of the seas near Beaufort, N. C. I 
shall not attempt to describe to you their work, nor to 
impart to you the enthusiasm with which I, who am _ no 
naturalist, have been infected by their devotion to study. To 
their usual privations and exposures, this company of zoolo- 
gists has this year added the experience of a fearful cyclone, 
which came very near to the complete destruction of their 
summer’s acquisitions. Fortunately, one line of inquiry, in 
which the public of Baltimore are particularly interested, was 
earried by Dr. Brooks to such a point, before the interruptions 
of the whirlwind, that he came within reach of new and sig- 
nificant results in the artificial culture of oysters. I merely 
whet your appetiies by this announcement ; you must look to 
him for further particulars upon this and upon other less 
popular, but I will not say less important, investigations upon 
which he has been engaged with his dozen associates. Others 
of our company have taken part in the various scientific and 
educational meetings which have been held during the sum- 
mer. The teachers and the advanced students of the historical 
and political sciences were particularly active. ‘The cooling 
waters of Saratoga appear to have raised them by a sort of 
reaction to a state of torrid fervor in the prosecution of their 
institutional and economic studies. Last year, the American 
Historical Association came into being as the child of the 
Social Science Association, and this year the American Econ- 
omic Association has appeared upon the platform,—both 
due, I believe, to the impulses given by our industrious 
colleagues. 

1 will not continue these allusions, but I cannot close with- 
out saying that the university was never so well equipped as 
it is now for the instruction of its scholars. The system of 
undergraduate courses, which has here been established since 
1876, combines freedom of choice with the enforcement of 
authority, so advantageously, that we see no reason to depart 
from it. Elsewhere,—in what I may call, without undue 
familiarity, a sister institution,—it has recently received the 


name of “the group system” of studies, and under this conve- 
nient title is likely I think to gain recognition and approval. 
With increasing facilities for instruction, increasing companies 
of students are here assembled, and with these advances, come 
increasing cares and perils. We need, as a university, the 
constant sympathy and codperation of the educated citizens 
of Baltimore; we need their material aid ; we need the action 
of enlightened public opinion ; we need-the experience of the 
wisest and best counsellors of our own and other lands; and 
above all we need the divine blessing that here many genera- . 
tions may acquire wisdom and be taught to walk im the 
paths of righteousness. 

You will perhaps allow me to conclude by reading a prayer 
for the university which has reached my hands from the 
eminent Patriarch of the orthodox Greek church in the city 
of Jerusalem. To a request which was made to him in the 
name of the Johns Hopkins University, that we might be 
allowed to. have and publish exact copies of the celebrated 
Didache, or Teaching of the Apostles, he gave his consent, and 
added a benediction, which as it was addressed to me, offi- 
cially, I share with you, if not by the right of apostolic suc- 
cession, at least by the right of academic dispensation. I 
will read the concluding paragraphs of the epistle of His 
Blessedness, transmitted to us by one of our most valued 
friends, the Rev. Dr. Hale. 

“We are greatly pleased at learning what an earnest desire 
ye show to possess photographic copies of the above-mentioned 
excellent manuscript, which is a very clear proof of the love 
of literature with which ye are filled, and of the honor which 
God-given Greek letters enjoy among you. And indeed 
rejoicing with your university, which is so honorably ordered, 
we come assuring your excellency that before long we will 
zealously fulfil your desire, by sending photographic copies 
of the manuscript in question, which according to our injunc- 
tions,—being about to be sent within a few days to Jerusalem, 
—will be photographed here. And no small joy did we feel 


at the message that the authorities of your university, in 
support of our passionate desire for the education of the 
young, propose to send to us immediately a collection of 
studies, prosecuted on questions of philology, mathematics, 
history and other scientific subjects. These we will receive 
with favorable disposition, praying that the all-good God, 
the father of lights and the bestower of wisdom may main- 
tain your university above all injurious treatment and may 
bestow upon it abundant fruits. May our Lord Jesus Christ 
evermore maintain your excellency above every painful occur- 
rence, and grant you health and many happy years with 
everything that is desirable and to your mind. 


“Tn the holy city of Jerusalem, August 10, 1885.” 
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NON-CANONICAL BOOKS. 


AVING in Lectures XI. and ΧΙΧ. spoken of Apocry- 

phal Gospels and Apocryphal Acts, I now add a 

lecture on other books known to the early Church, but which 
did not find admission into the Canon. 

The Apocalypse of Peter.—I give the first place to this 
work, because it claimed Apostolic authority, and because 
we infer from the Muratorian Fragment (see p. 268), that it 
had obtained a place, though not an undisputed place, in 
Church reading before the end of the second century. I 
mentioned (p. 270) that, at the beginning of the third century, 
the Roman presybter Caius rejected, and ascribed to the 
heretic Cerinthus, a book of revelations purporting to be 
written by a great Apostle. Many have supposed that the 
‘great Apostle’ was St. John, but it seems to me quite as 
likely that he may have been St. Peter; for if we are to 
identify the book rejected by Caius with either of the two 
Apocalyptic works mentioned in the Muratorian Fragment, 

_ itis more natural to think of the work which that Fragment 
describes as the subject of disputes at Rome. But the almost 
complete loss of the Apocalypse of Peter leaves us without 
any means of testing this conjecture. With regard to the con- 
tents of the book we have only positive information as to two 
passages, both indicating that the book contained a description 
of the Last Judgment. One of these is preserved by Clement 
of Alexandria in the Prophetic Selections (41, 48), which, ac- 
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cording to the general opinion of scholars, formed part of his 
Flypotyposers. Clement, who is habitually indiscriminate in 
his reception of books, cites this Apocalypse as a genuine 
Petrine work* and as Scripture; but the extract which he pre- 
serves gives us no favourable opinion of it. It deals with the 
future condition of abortive births, and of children born in 
adultery, exposed by their parents. The former, it says, 
will be handed over to an angel nurse (ayyeAw τημελούχῳ) 
under whom they will receive instruction, and after suffering 
what they would have suffered if they had lived in the body, 
will attain the better abode. The exposed children receive 
like nursing and instruction, and grow to the condition 
of the faithful here of the age of a hundred. On account 
of the injustice done them they obtain mercy and salvation, 
but only so far as freedom from punishment. I should infer 
that the writer must have held the general necessity of bap- 
tism in order to salvation, a special exception being made 
in favour of these murdered infants, who, it may be remarked, 
were presumably the children of heathens. The passage goes 
on to tell that the bright shining of these children shall strike 
like lightning the eyes of their unnatural mothers, from whose 
unused milk shall be generated carnivorous little beasts 
which shall devour them. Ihave quoted these puerilities at 
length, because the passage furnishes proof that the Apoca- 
lypse of Peter retained high consideration so late as the 
beginning of the fourth century. Methodius (see p. 616) says: 
—‘We have received in the divinely-inspired Scriptures, that 
even those who are begotten in adultery are handed over to 
angel nurses (τημελούχοις ἀγγέλοις). For if they came into 


* Lipsius, in his article APOCALYPSES, in Smith’s Dict. Chr. Biog., states as on 
the authority of Eusebius (17. 25. vi. 14), that Clement reckoned this Apocalypse 
among the ‘antilegomena’. But it was Eusebius, not Clement, who so reckoned it. 
What the passage referred to says is, that ‘Clement in his Hyfotyposezs gave short 
comments (διηγήσεις) on all the Canonical Scripture, not even omitting the disputed 
books, viz. Jude and the other Catholic Epistles and the Epistle of Barnabas, and 
what is called the Apocalypse of Peter’. With respect to Jude, see p. 561. Clement 
repeatedly quotes the Epistle of Barnabas, and appears to have no doubt of its 
apostolic origin; and there is no reason to suppose that he thought less favourably of 
the Apocalypse of Peter. 
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‘being in opposition to the will and decree of the blessed 
nature of God,* how should they be delivered over to angels to 
be nourished with much gentleness and indulgence? and how 
could they boldly cite their own parents, before the judgment 
seat of Christ, to accuse them, saying :—‘‘ Thou didst not, 
O Lord, grudge us thy common light, but these exposed us for 
death despising thy command” ?’ (Symzfos. ii. 6). There can 
be no doubt that what Methodius here cites as ‘divinely- 
inspired Scripture’ is taken from the passage of Peter’s 
Apocalypse that is quoted by Clement of Alexandria. 

The other extant passage of this Apocalypse is pre- 
served by Macarius Magnes (see p. 193). We can infer that 
at the very end of the fourth century it had not quite lost 
its consideration. The heathen objector, as if the book were 
recognized by Christians as an authority, selects a saying 
of it for attack—‘ The earth shall present all to God in 
the Day of Judgment, and itself shall then be judged 
with the heaven that surrounds it.’ Macarius, in reply, 
remarks that it will not avail him to decline the authority 
of that Apocalypse, the same doctrine being taught in Is. 
Xxxiv. 4, and Matt. xxiv. 35. 

I quoted (p. 539) the formal judgment of Eusebius (ΤΠ. 25) 
about this book. He places it with the Epistle of Barnabas, 
and the Shepherd of Hermas in the second rank of disputed 
books (which he calls νόθα), or books not canonical, but known 
to most ecclesiastical writers, and which stand on a different 
level from books of heretical origin (among which he names 
the Gospel of Peter), which no ecclesiastical writer has deemed 
it fit to make use of. In an earlier passage (III. 3) Eusebius 
has with less discrimination lumped together all the Apoc- 
ryphal books ascribed to Peter (the Gospel of Peter, the Acts 
of Peter, the Preaching of Peter, and the Revelation of Peter), 
as not received among Catholics, no ecclesiastical writer 
either of former days or his own having used testimonies 

* The reader will note the Θεοῦ φύσις (see p. 649). 

t+ Many critics think that Macarius has preserved portions of a lost heathen work 
directed against Christianity: I now incline to the opinion that Macarius has exer- 
cised his rhetorical skill in writing the objections as well as the answers, though no 


doubt the objections were such as he had really encountered in controversy. 
ἘΠ5 
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from them. We have seen that the last sentence is too 
strongly worded, as far as the Apocalypse of Peter is con- 
cerned; but there can be no doubt that Eusebius is, in the 
main, right as to the weakness of external attestation for the 
book. And that it had generally dropped out of Church 
reading in his time may be inferred from his classing it not 
with the minor Catholic Epistles, but with the Epistle of 
Barnabas and the Shepherd of Hermas. But a hundred 
years after the death of Eusebius its use was not absolutely 
extinct; for Sozomen in speaking (VII. 19) of singular local 
usages in different churches tells that in his time this Apoca- 
lypse, though regarded as spurious by the ancients, was still 
annually read on Good Friday in some Churches of Palestine. 
Its continuance for some time in Church use is also testified 
by its being included in the Stchometry of Nicephorus (see p. 
210), where it immediately follows the Revelation of St. John, 
- and in the list of the Codex Claromontanus (564 Ὁ. 537). Both 
these authorities agree in making the length of the book 
something less than a quarter of that of the Apocalypse of 
St. John, the number of στίχοι being in the former list 1400 
and 300, respectively ; in the latter 1200 and 270. It has even 
been conjectured that this had originally formed part of the 
Sinaitic MS., of which six leaves have been lost, coming be- 
tween the Epistle of Barnabas and the Shepherd of Hermas. 
These leaves, no doubt, contained one of the disputed books ; 
and the Revelation of Peter is not too long to have been in- 
cluded in them. But it is doubtful whether it was long 
enough to fill the gap, and Mr. Rendel Harris (Fohus Hopkins 
University Circulars, 1884, p. 54) has urged the preferable 
claims of the Psalms of Solomon*, which originally followed 
the Canonical books in the Alexandrian Ms. Each page of 
the Sinaitic ordinarily contains four columns; but the poeti- 


* As it does not fall within my plan to treat of Old Testament Apocrypha, I 
content myself with mentioning that these Psalms are 18 in number, and were pro- 
bably written about 50 years before Christ. The list of the contents of Codex A 
shows that they formed part of that Ms., following the Epistles of Clement ; but these 
pages are now lost. These Psalms were edited from another Ms. by Fabricius in his 
Codex Pseudep. V. T., and more recently by Hilgenfeld in his Messtas Fudeorum. 
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cal books of the Old Testament are written in στίχοι, or verses 
divided according to the sense, and with only two columns on 
a page. Now, the Epistle of Barnabas ends on the third 
column of a page, and the fourth is left blank, contrary to the 
scribe’s usual practice. This would be explained, if the book 
which was immediately to follow was poetical, requiring two 
columns ona page. Thus, the book of Malachi ends on the 
third column of a page, and the fourth is left blank, because 
the following book (the Psalms) is written oriynddv. 

It is barely worth while to mention conjectural attempts 
to discover traces of the influence of Peter’s Apocalypse. 
The extant fragments of the treatise on the universe, by 
Hippolytus, contain a description of the unseen world and 
the intermediate state, which Bunsen imagined to have been 
derived from this source. With less probability, Hilgenfeld 
claims for this Apocalypse a passage twice quoted by Hip- 
polytus (De Antichrist., 15, 54) as a saying of a prophet, but 
not found in our text of the Old Testament. It is not likely 
that Peter would have been cited as ‘the prophet’, and, not 
to quote other instances, we have seen (p. 542) that early 
fathers sometimes read in their O. T. text passages not found 
in ours. From the assumption, however, that ‘the 
prophet’ means the ‘ Apocalypse of Peter’, Hilgenfeld draws 
a startling inference. He finds further on (c. 68) in the same 
treatise of Hippolytus: ‘The prophet says ‘Awake thou 
that sleepest, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall give 
thee light”’; and he concludes that the original of this 
saying is also to be traced to Peter’s Apocalypse, whence 
it was borrowed by the author of the ‘spurious’ Epistle to 
the Ephesians! Hilgenfeld’s discussion is to be found in the 
last fasciculus of his Mov. Test. ext. Can. recept., 2nd edition, 
1884. 

I will not speak at length of other Apocalypses, none of 


In addition to the proof which the presence of these Psalms in Codex A affords that 
they obtained some amount of circulation among Christians, may be mentioned that 
they are included in the Stichometry of Nicephorus, and that they are made use of in 
the Gnostic work Pistis Sophia. That work contains several Psalms, some of which 
are adaptations of Psalms of David, others of these Psalms of Solomon. 
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which can be called really early. The most important is that 
of Paul, whose account, 2 Cor. xii. 2-4, of the revelations with 
which he had been favoured offered a temptation to a forger 
to atone for the Apostle’s silence on the subject. Accordingly 
we hear from Epiphanius (xxxviii. 2) that the Gnostics 
had an ἀναβατικὸν Παύλου, which professed to be -a secret 
record of the mysteries then revealed to the Apostle. All 
trace of this book has been lost. That which has actually 
come down to us as the ‘ Apocalypse of Paul’ is much later. 
Sozomen, in a passage (vii. 19) already cited, tells that a work 
thus inscribed was in much esteem among the monks, and he 
reports that the book was said to have been found by divine 
revelation in the reign of the then present emperor (Theodo- 
sius the youriger) buried in a marble box, under what had 
been the house of Paul at Tarsus. Sozomen ascertained from 
an aged presbyter at Tarsus that this story was not true. 
The same Apocalypse is condemned by Augustine (27 Fohan. 
Evang. c. τό, tract. 98). It is to be found in Tischendorf’s 
A pocalypses Apocryphe (1863), and more recently has been the 
subject of an investigation by Brandes, V7zszo Paulz, 1855. I 
content myself with mentioning that the appearance in the 
book of an angel Temeluchus indicates that the author had 
studied the Apocalypse of Peter. 


The Epistle of Barnabas—A second work included by 
Eusebius in his list of disputed books bears the name of a 
member of the Apostolic company, the Epistle of Barnabas. 
It is found in the Sinaitic MS., beginning on the leaf 
where the Revelation ends, and placed, together with the 
Shepherd of Hermas, as a kind of appendix to the New Tes- 
tament books. Its being found at all in a MS. intended for 
Church use seems to indicate that it had at one time been 
used in the public reading of the Church, while its position 
at the end shows that at the time the MS. was written it stood 
on a lower level than the Canonical writings. The same 
thing may be inferred from its inclusion among the ‘antile- 
gomena’ in the Stzchometry of Nicephorus, where it follows 
the ‘Revelation of Peter’. It is quoted several times by Cle- 
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ment of Alexandria,* who calls its author sometimes the 
Apostle Barnabas, sometimes the Prophet Barnabas. Else- 
where he states that he was one of the Seventy; and one 
passage is worth quoting as throwing light on the authority 
which Clement ascribed to the Epistle. It is taken by Euse- 
bius (ii. 1) from the seventh book of the Hypotyposezs :—* Our 
Lord after his Resurrection communicated the Gnosis to 
James the Just, John, and Peter: these communicated it to 
the other Apostles, and the other Apostles to the Seventy, 
of whom Barnabas also was one.’ Accordingly, Clement 
would regard the ‘Gnosis’, of which the Epistle under con- 
sideration is full, as really a divine tradition, though only 
reported second-hand. Origen also appeals to the ‘ Catholic 
Epistle of Barnabas’ (Adv. Cels. 1. 63), and cites it as Scrip- 
ture (Comm. in Rom. i. 24). These two Alexandrian witnesses 
make up nearly the whole of the testimony favourable to the 
Epistle. If it were not for the existence of an early Latin 
translation, we might even doubt whether it was known at 
all in the West before the fourth century. One coincidence 
with Justin and Irenzeus has been mentioned (p. 613); but 
in another place that admits of comparison, an allegorical 
interpretation of the law concerning clean and unclean ani- 
mals, Irenzeus (v. 8) seems to be quite independent of Bar- 
nabas (10). Tertullian (ddv. Marc. 111. 7) appears to be 
clearly indebted to Barnabas (7) in describing the scapegoat 
as pierced and spit upon; yet if he knew our Epistle as that 
of Barnabas, it seems strange that he should ascribe the 
same authorship to the Epistle to the Hebrews. Jerome 


* Lightfoot says (Clement, p. 12), ‘Clement of Alexandria cites the ‘ Apostle 
Clement”’ ashe cites the ‘‘ Apostle Barnabas’’, one of whose interpretations he never- 
- theless criticises and condemns with a freedom which he would not have allowed him- 
self in dealing with writings regarded by him as canonical.’ I do not think that the 
passage referred to (Strom. ii. 15) quite warrants the inference drawn from it ; and 
the phrase, ‘criticises and condemns’ is certainly too strong. Clement is engaged 
in showing that all sins are not equal, and he quotes, apparently with approbation, 
an exposition by Barnabas of the three classes of sinners referred to in Ps.i. 1. Itis 
scarcely a ‘condemnation’ of Barnabas that he goes on to mention alternative, or 
even preferable, ways of making out the three classes. It ismore to the purpose that 
Clement (aed. ii. 10) corrects the natural history of Barnabas, but without mention 
of him by name, 
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(De Vir, Lilust. 6; see also Comm. in Ezek. xliii. 16) makes 
no doubt that the author of the Epistle was the Barnabas 
of the New Testament, but says that the Epistle is counted 
among apocryphal Scriptures. Elsewhere (Dzal. Cont. Pelag. 
111. 2) he quotes from the Epistle a saying which had been 
previously quoted by Origen (Adv. Cels. I. 63); but he at- 
tributes it to Ignatius, probably through lapse of memory. 
Turning to the internal evidence we find the contents of 
the book such as certainly would not make us wish to include 
it in our Canon of Scripture. To cite one oft-quoted pas- 
sage, Barnabas misquotes the book of Genesis (see Gen: xiv. 
14; XVii. 27), as recording that Abraham circumcised 318 of 
his household, a number expressed in Greek by the letters 
τιη. It does not appear whether Barnabas called to mind 
that the book had been written not in Greek but in Hebrew. 
At all events he expounds that ιη΄ denote Jesus, and 7’ the 
cross; and he is so satisfied with his exposition that he adds, 
“No one has received a more genuine word from me than 
this ; but I know that ye are worthy.’* He goes on to ex- 
plain the meaning of the prohibitions against eating the flesh 
of the animals counted as unclean, of all of which he gives 
spiritual explanations, in which the natural history is quite 
as curious as the theology. These spiritual explanations 
constitute the ‘Gnosis’ which, in the mind of this author, 
gives him his chief claim on his reader’s attention. One 
example will suffice. The prohibition to eat the hyena 
means that we are to avoid adultery and other such sins ; for 


* Many of the fathers have thought this exposition worth copying, e.g. Clem. 
Alex., Strom. VI. 11, p. 782; Ambrose, De Abraha, 1.15; Prudentius, Psychom. 57 ; 
and even in our own times it has foundadefender. Keble (Zracts for the Times, 89) 
says: ‘In whatever measure the fact is made out, that the received Greek version of 
the Scriptures was under a peculiar providence, in the same degree it is rendered not 
improbable, that even in such an apparently casual thing as the number of Abraham’s 


servants, there was an eye to the benefit and consolation which the Church should’ 


long after receive, on recognizing, as it were, her Saviour’s cypher, in the account of 
the one holy family triumphantly wrestling against the powers of the world.’ The 
Valentinians, whether deriving their method from Barnabas, or discovering it inde- 
pendently, found their 18 Aeons in the first two letters of the Saviour’s name 
(Irenzeus 1. iil. 2.) 
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this beast changes its sex each year, being one year male, 
the next female. I remember that when I was a young 
student myself I heard some of these passages quoted in a 
sermon in our chapel by one whose memory we still hold in 
honour. The preacher’s view was that the Epistle was a 
genuine work of the Apostle Barnabas, and he produced the 
passages in order to show what rubbish an Apostle was 
capable of writing when he was not inspired. He thought 
thereby to exalt the authority of the inspired Scriptures as 
being 5242 generis, and unlike not only the writings of other 
men, but the writings of the same men when not inspired. 
His object was to establish the supreme authority of Scripture, 
but in real truth he did just the reverse. For according to 
this view the authority of Scripture must yield to whatever 
authority it is that settles which of the Apostolic writings 
are inspired, and which not. I own I know no proof that 
the Apostles were inspired in a different way when they 
were writing and when they were speaking; and in a 
different way when they were writing some books and when 
they were writing others. And as I have said, if this view 
be correct, the supreme authority in the Church is that 
which brings Apostles to its bar, tests their writings, and 
assigns to some the attribute of inspiration which it denies 
to others. But what that authority is I don’t know. I know 
that the general sense of the Christian Church has refused 
to put the Epistle of Barnabas on a level with those of 
St. Paul; but if you ask by what tribunal, or by what 
formal act this conclusion has been arrived at, I should be 
as much puzzled as if you asked me by what tribunal it has 
been decided that Shakespeare is a greater poet than Beau- 
mont and Fletcher. Without saying anything about the 
Church’s claim to expect Divine guidance, we can hardly 
refuse to yield at least as much deference to her decisions 
as we pay to received opinion in matters of taste. And 
so, no matter who wrote the Epistle we are considering, 
we shall not accept it as inspired. But if we believe the 
Apostle Barnabas to have been the author, since he was a 
man who in his lifetime had claims, like those of St. Paul, 
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to be God’s inspired messenger, we require a theory to explain 
the grounds on which we are to maintain that the writings of 
one are more above our criticism than those of the other.* 

It is perhaps not preparing you to judge with quite un- 
biased minds of the question of the authorship of the Epistle 
that I have allowed you to see what consequences are likely 
to follow if the apostolic authority be conceded. But judges 
who are above being prejudiced by considerations of this 
sort, and who would have no difficulty in believing Apostles 
to have been guilty of any amount of error, have pretty 
unanimously decided that the Epistle was written at a later 
time than Barnabas is likely to have lived to, and that the 
author is a different manner of man from what the historical 
Barnabas is described as having been. The main argument 
is derived from the whole attitude of the writer towards Ju- 
daism. The historical Barnabas was a Levite, and was trusted 
by the Jerusalem Church, to whom he introduced Paul. In 
his only difference with St. Paul on the subject of Judaism 
he erred by too great concessions to the Jewish party. Now 
the writer of the Epistle does not show that acquaintance 
with Jewish rites which the Levite Barnabas must have had. 
I exemplified to you, in the case of the number 318, that he 
does not quote the Old Testament accurately. In fact gross 
inaccuracy is the rule with him; and in his account of Jewish 
rites (and on the symbolizing of Christ by these rites he 
builds many arguments) he deviates widely from the Old 
Testament. Nor can we have recourse to the supposition 
that the rites traditionally practised in Jerusalem at that time 
differed from those prescribed in the Old Testament ; for the 
Talmud, which may be supposed to have preserved Jewish 
traditions, gives the so-called Barnabas as little countenance 
as the Old Testament does. 

But more remarkable even than his inaccuracy in speak- 


ing of Jewish institutions is his total want of respect for them. 


He does not look on the performance of the Jewish rites as 


* Westcott, for example, holds (V. 7. Canon, p. 41) that Barnabas can in no case 
be ranked with the Twelve, or St. Paul, not having received his Apostolate directly 
from our Lord, as they did. 
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introductory and preparatory for Christ, but as a gross sin— 
a misconception of the true meaning of the law. Hehasa 
spiritual exposition for the Mosaic precepts, and he holds that 
the Jews, by taking them literally, excluded themselves from 
God’s covenant. He even represents the Jews as deceived by 
an evil angel. Paul forbade the Gentiles to be circumcised ; 
but, in Acts xxi., the statement is repelled as a calumny 
that he taught the Jews to forsake Moses, and not to circum- 
cise their children nor walk after the customs. This writer, 
under the name of Barnabas, would seem to condemn the 
Jews for having observed such customs even before our Lord’s 
coming. And his whole tone of feeling towards the Jewish 
nation is such, that when I balance the probabilities that a 
born Gentile should acquire as much knowledge of the Old 
Testament as this writer displays, or that a born Jew should 
come to feel towards his own nation so completely as an out- 
sider, I prefer to embrace the former probability.* 

A less formidable difficulty in the way of ascribing the 
authorship to the Apostle Barnabas arises from the date ofthe 
Epistle. There is a range of some forty or fifty years within 
which the date may lie; butit is certain (ch. 16) that it is later 
than the destruction of Jerusalem. Now (see p. 528), we should 
not expect to find the Apostle Barnabas in activity solate; and 
the silence of Paul’s later Epistles about him might lead us to 
think he had died before Paul. But this is only a presump- 
tion which must yield to any good evidence on the other side; 
and Paul’s silence would be accounted for if Barnabas had 
gone off to work in a completely different sphere—for ex- 
ample, Egypt. A limit in the other direction to the date of 
the Epistle is furnished by its complete silence as to any of 
the Gnostic theories which caused so much controversy in the 
Church quite early in the second century. The anti-Judaism 
of the Epistle might make us think of Marcion; but the 
Epistle is distinctly pre-Marcionite, there being not the least 


* It is worth while, in this point of view, to compare this Epistle with the Gospel 
according to St. John, which has been characterized by some critics as ‘ anti-Jewish’ 
(see pp. 28, 320), but which will be seen to be intensely Jewish as compared with 
Barnabas. 
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trace of any of the notions peculiar to that heretic.* On these 
grounds the Epistle cannot be dated later than A.D. 120. 
There are two passages which have been used to determine 
more precisely the date of the Epistle. In ch. 4, in proof that 
the last days are at hand, he quotes Daniel’s prophecies (vii. 
8, 24) of ten kings, and of one king overthrowing three others. 
He does not enter into the question how the ten kings were 
to be made out, but merely remarks, ‘ ye ought therefore to 
understand’. The brevity of this comment indicates that 
Barnabas found the fulfilment of the prophecy in some 
patent fact, and not in one requiring historical or chrono- 
logical studies to discover it. I therefore know no explana- 
tion of his words so natural as that the Epistle was written 
in the reign of Vespasian. It is true that a historical 
student might discover that, counting Julius Cesar, Ves- 
pasian was only the tenth emperor, while Daniel’s words 
would lead us to think of his ‘little horn’ as representing 
an eleventh king; but Barnabas is one of the last writers 
from whom minute accuracy of interpretation need be ex- 
pected. If he lived in the reign of Vespasian, the rapid 
overthrow in succession of three emperors, Galba, Otho, 
and Vitellius, might naturally make -him think that he 
was witnessing a fulfilment of Daniel’s prophecy of one 
king subduing three. I know no other time when his lan- 
guage would be natural. On this account, though some 
other considerations would induce me to push down the 
date of the Epistle to the second century, I find it hard to 
resist the inference that we must ascribe it to the reign of 
Vespasian, A. D. 70-79. In the other passage (16) he quotes 
the prophecy ‘They that destroyed this temple shall them- 
selves build it up again’,t and adds, ‘and so it comes to 
pass. Through their making war it was destroyed by their 

* With regard to the suggestion, thrown out p. 516, that this may be the Epistle 
to the Alexandrians rejected, on account of its Marcionite tendencies, in the Muratorian 
Fragment, it must be borne in mind that even if our Epistle was really addressed 
to the Alexandrians, there is no evidence that it ever bore that title; and that it is 
even doubtful whether it was known in the West at the date of that Fragment. 

ΤΑ free quotation from Isaiah xlix. 17 (LXX.): ταχὺ οἰκοδομηθήσῃ ὑφ᾽ ὧν καθῃρέθης, 
καὶ of ἐρημώσαντές σε ἐξελεύσονται ἐκ σοῦ. 
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enemies, and now both they and the servants of their enemies 
shall build it up again.’ It has been supposed that this 
refers to some attempts to rebuild the Temple in the reign of 
Hadrian ; but I find no evidence of anything of the kind to 
give a probable explanation of the language of Barnabas; 
and it seems to me plain from the rest of the chapter that it 
is in the building up of a spiritual temple that he finds the ful- 
filment ofthe prophecy. The argument, therefore, for the earlier 
date, drawn from the former passage, remains undisturbed. 

There is nothing in the letter itself to determine the place 
to which it was addressed; but since it is from Alexandria we 
first hear of it, it seems probable enough that it was sent to 
that city. Alexandria contained a large Jewish population, 
and thus the conflict with Judaism would there occupy much 
of Christian attention. Possibly, too, some Jewish rites may 
have been different in Egypt and in Palestine. The name 
Barnabas, found in the title of the letter, does not appear in 
the letter itself. All that we discover from it is that it was 
written by a Christian teacher, to a Church in which he had 
himself laboured, and to which he was accordingly well known. 
We are not forced to suppose that it was written from a dis- 
tance: the author may have merely wished to leave his 
people a written record of his teaching. If the author was 
not the Apostle Barnabas—and I find it hard to believe he 
was—the question will be asked how the letter came to bear 
his name. The best conjecture I can make, setting aside the 
guess that the author’s name may really have been Barnabas, 
is that the Church ‘of Alexandria was founded, if not by Bar- 
nabas himself, by men of Cyprus, who owed their knowledge 
of the Gospel to him, and that so his name came to be 
attached to a venerable record of early teaching preserved in 
that Church. 


The Epistle of Clement.—This venerable document has 
clearly a right to be next considered. It is true that although 
Eusebius calls the Epistle μεγάλη, θαυμασία, ἀνωμολογημένη παρὰ 
πᾶσιν (III. 16, 37), he does not include it in his list of ecclesias- 
tical books (see p. 456); and even if the omission arose from 
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inadvertence, the possibility that the book could be forgotten 
shows that it had no serious pretensions to canonical authority 
when Eusebius wrote. Butit had evidently made a profound 
impression on the earlier Church. It was written in the 
name of the Church of Rome* to the Church of Corinth, and 
was intended to appease a sedition in the latter Church, 
ending in the unwarrantable deposition of some presbyters 
from their office. The letter, which is framed on the model 
of the Apostolic Epistles, is mainly taken up with enforcing 
the duties of meekness, humility, and submission to lawful 
authority. The reception it met with in the Church to which 
it was addressed is evidenced by a letter written about A.D. 
170, by Dionysius, then bishop of Corinth, to Soter, bishop 
of Rome, to acknowledge a gift of money which the Roman 
Church had sent, exercising their ‘hereditary custom’ of 
liberality. Dionysius states that the letter accompanying 
this gift had been read at their meeting on the Lord’s Day, 
and would continue to be so read for their edification, as also 
the former letter of the Roman Church, written by Clement 
(Euseb. iv. 23). The public reading of Clement’s letter spread 
to other Churches; and Eusebius (iii. 16) says that he knew of 
the practice existing in very many Churches, both formerly 


* Not in the name of Clement, which is not once mentioned, and which we only 
learn to connect with the Epistle by independent tradition. In fact, it is remarkable 
how all through the first two centuries the importance of the bishop of Rome is 
merged in the importance of his Church. In the subsequent correspondence men- 
tioned above, Dionysius of Corinth writes to the Church of Rome, not to Soter, its 
bishop. Ignatius, when on his way to suffer at the wild-beast shows at Rome, writes 
to deprecate intercession likely to be there made for his release ; and he addresses the 
Church, not the bishop. And it is curious, that from this writer, who is accounted 
the strongest witness for Episcopacy in early times, we could not discover that there 
was any bishop at Rome. No mention is made of the bishop of Rome in the Shep- 
herd of Hermas. And in the account which Epiphanius, evidently drawing from an 
older writer, gives of the intercourse of Marcion with the Church of Rome (Zaer. 
42), the dealings of Marcion are represented as being entirely with the Roman pres- 
byters ; and it may be doubted whether Epiphanius found in his authority the solution 
which he suggests, that at the time the see was vacant. At the very end of the cen- 
tury, when Victor attempted to enforce uniformity of Easter observance, it was still 
in the name of his Church that he wrote, asking that provincial councils should be 
assembled in order to report on the matter. This is evidenced by the plural ἠξιώσατε 
in the reply of Polycrates (Euseb. v. 24). 
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and in his own time (see also Jerome, Vzr. ///. 15, Photius, 
Cod. 113). With this agrees the fact that it is found (together 
with a second Epistle) in the Alexandrian Ms. of the New 
Testament, but coming as a kind of appendix after the 
Apocalypse. The scribe, however, has included it among 
New Testament books in his table of contents; and in a 
Syriac version, to be mentioned presently, it is even joined to 
the Catholic Epistles. On the other hand, in the list of 
Nicephorus it is not even placed with the ‘antilegomena’ in 
company with the Apocalypse of Peter and the Epistle of 
Barnabas, but among the ‘Apocrypha,’ with the Acts of Peter, 
John, and Thomas. It seems to have been scarcely known 
to the Western Church, and there is no evidence of any early 
translation into Latin. The second-century attestation to the 
Epistle is copious. It is clearly referred to by Hermas ina 
passage which will come under consideration in the next 
section; it is recognized by Hegesippus (Euseb. iii. 16, iv. 22), 
who speaks of it in connexion with his visit to Corinth, and 
probably found it in use there; it is cited by Ireneus (iii. 3), 
and several times by Clement of Alexandria, who once 
(Strom. iv. 17, p. 609) gives Clement the title of Apostle, and 
another time (vi. 8, p. 272) cites by mistake a passage of 
Clement as from the prophet Barnabas. Probably Clement 
found the two Epistles of Clement and Barnabas together, 
appended to his ‘ Apostolus’, or collection of Apostolic letters. 
But the impression made by Clement's revival of the Apostolic 
method of teaching distant Churches is testified even more 
strongly by the indirect evidence of the use made of his 
letter. It is a matter of dispute whether certain coincidences 
in the Epistles of Ignatius are sufficient to prove acquaintance 
with Clement’s letter, but there can be no doubt as to the 
constant employment of it in the Epistle of Polycarp. The 
beginning and ending of the letter of the Church of Smyrna, 
relating to the martyrdom of Polycarp, are both fashioned 
after the pattern of Clement’s Epistle; and his form of ad- 
dress, ‘the Church sojourning in Rome (παροικοῦσα Ῥώμην) to 
the Church sojourning in Corinth’, became an established 
formula, which was adopted in the letters of Dionysius of 
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Corinth (Euseb. iv. 23), and of the Churches of Vienne and 
Lyons (v. 1). And further evidence is furnished by the 
legendary stories, having Clement for a leading personage, 
which gained so much circulation by the end of the second 
century, or the beginning of the third. There can be no doubt 
that it was the celebrity which his widely-circulated Epistle 
had given to the name of Clement which recommended that 
name to the inventors of these legends. 

The letter begins by explaining that it would have been 
written earlier if it had not been for repeated calamities in 
which the Church of Rome had been involved. It used to be 
supposed that the persecution under Nero was here referred 
to, but the best critics are now agreed that all the notes of 
time in the letter oblige us rather to refer it to the reign of 
Domitian,* during which the Roman Church had to suffer a 
severe trial of persecution. The date would thus be about 
A.D. 96. This date well agrees with the statement of Irenzus 
(iii. 3), probably derived by him from Hegesippus, that the 
Apostles Peter and Paul, having founded the Church of 
Rome, committed the government of it to the Linus who is 
mentioned in the Epistle to Timothy; that to Linus succeeded 
Anencletus, and to Anencletus Clement. Thus Clement is 
separated by two Episcopates from the time of the Apostles. 
This corresponds very well with the interval between the 
reigns of Nero and Domitian, but cannot be reconciled with 
the fiction which made Peter first bishop of Rome, and 
Clement his immediate successor. When this fiction came 
to be accepted as historical truth it was attempted to mend 
the chronology by a theory that Linus only held office as 
Peter’s deputy, and dying during that Apostle’s lifetime, was 
succeeded by Clement; Anencletus, who has left no mark on 
history, being degraded to the third place. But there is every 


* This date has the authority of Eusebius (iii. 16), and, apparently, also the 
earlier authority of Hegesippus. What Eusebius says is, that in the twelfth year of 
Domitian Clement succeeded to the bishopric of Rome; that he was the author of 
an admirable Epistle still extant, written in the name of the Church of Rome to the 
Church of Corinth, to appease a sedition in the latter Church ; and that Hegesippus 
testifies that the sedition took place in the time of the afore-mentioned. 


a 
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reason for adhering to the account of our oldest witness, 
Irenzus. The names Linus, Cletus, Clement, have from the 
earliest times been commemorated in that order in the Roman 
Liturgy. What inducement could there have been for thrust- 
ing the unknown name of Cletus before that of Clement, 
unless it had a chronological title to precedence? If we 
have found reason to think that Clement belongs to the reign 
of Domitian, we cannot attach much value to a guess of 
Origen’s (Jz Fohann. i. 29), that he was the same as the 
Clement mentioned by Paul (Phil. iv. 3). The name is far 
too common a one to allow of our disregarding the difficulties 
of place and time which stand in the way of an identification. 

In modern times it has been imagined that Episcopacy 
had not arisen before the end of the first century, and that 
Linus, Cletus, Clement, were but the names of leading pres- 
byters. But if so, we may ask, how came it that the letter of 
the Roman Church should be universally known as the letter 
of Clement, whose name is not once mentioned in it? I know 
no good explanation of this but the old one, that this was 
because Clement was generally known to be at the head of 
the Roman Church at the time the letter was written. We 
are not to suppose, however, that the name bishop was then 
distinctively used to denote the head of the Church, nor are 
we bound to think that the line of separation between him 
and other presbyters was as marked as it became in later 
times. The words bishop and presbyter are used inter- 
changeably by Clement, as in Paul’s Pastoral Epistles. It 
has been thought, however, that although Clement’s letter ex- 
hibits the prominence of a single person as chief in the Church 
of Rome, it affords evidence that there was no such promi- 
nence in the Church of Corinth, whose bishop is not mentioned 
in the Epistle. But this inference is not warranted; for it is 
plain from the letter itself that if Corinth had ever had a 
bishop, he was out of office at the time the letter was written. 
The letter was occasioned by the deposition of certain ‘ presby- 
ters’; and it has been just said that Clement would use the name 
‘presbyter’ in speaking of what we now call the ‘bishop’. 
Now, it is to be observed that the state of things at Corinth 

ς 
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is not adequately described by such phrases as ‘schism,’ 
‘feuds’, ‘dissensions’. Clement calls it (ch. 1) an ‘ abominable 
and impious sedition’ (μιαρᾶς καὶ ἀνοσίου στάσεως), which he 
compares (ch. 4) to the sedition which Dathan and Abiram 
made against Moses.* Accordingly he does not attempt to 
heal the Corinthian schism by exhortations to mutual con- 
cessions; but he rebukes those whom he addresses, and 
exhorts them to unequivocal submission to the authority 
which they had resisted. He tells them of the necessity of 
order in things temporal and in things spiritual; he tells 
them that those whom they had deposed held an office insti- 
tuted by, and handed down from, the Apostles themselves. 
And he says: ‘It is shameful, dearly beloved; yes, utterly 
shameful and unworthy of your conduct in Christ that it 
should be reported that the very steadfast and ancient Church 
of Corinth, for the sake of one or two persons, maketh sedition 
against its presbyters.’ ‘Ye, therefore, that laid the founda- 
tion of the sedition submit yourselves unto the presbyters, 
and receive chastisement unto repentance, bending the kneest 
of your heart.’ The letter throws no light on the question 
whether the presbyters deposed were all equal in rank, or 
whether one was superior to the rest. 

It bears on the question of Roman supremacy that we 
should understand the amount of disorder in Corinth. If 
there had been merely a schism there, we might wonder 
that Rome should undertake to arbitrate between rival 
claimants to office in a distant city. But if it be under- 
stood that the Corinthian Church had distinctly violated 
what was elsewhere recognized as Apostolic order, the 
letter ceases to give evidence of Roman supremacy, for the 
enormity of the offence would give to a distant Church 


* T make a suggestion in the next section as to the possible origin of the sedition. 


+ The phrase is taken from the Prayer of Manasses, and seems to afford the. 


earliest instance of its use. This document, which is included among the Apocryphal 
Books of the Authorized Version, was not admitted into the Canon by the Council 
of Trent. But there is some evidence of early Church use of it. It is found in the 
Alexandrian MS., in the collection of hymns appended to the Psalter. It had been used 
by Julius Africanus (fr. 40, Routh. Δ οἰ, Sac. ii. 288), and it was copied into the 
Apostolic Constitutions, ii. 22. 


SS. + δλά ᾿ς, 
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the right of expostulation. Clement’s language: ‘If certain 
persons should be disobedient unto the words spoken by 
Him through us, let them understand that they will entangle 
themselves in no slight transgression and danger; but we 
shall be guiltless of this sin’, does not appear to me to indi- 
cate any official superiority of his Church, but only to be such 
as any Christian preacher might use in rebuking known sin. 
No Church was better entitled to use expostulation with 
another than the Church of Rome, which exercised liberality 
towards the rest, not only in hospitable treatment of the 
strangers whom business was continually drawing to the 
great capital, but also, as we have just seen, in direct gifts 
to foreign Churches. But, no doubt, this early example of 
successful interference must have done much to increase the 
prestige of the Church by whose exertions peace had been 
restored. 

In Clement’s Epistle such copious use is made of the Old 
Testament, that it may be probably inferred that the author 
was a Jew by birth, familiar with the book from childhood. 
In citing it the ordinary formule of Scripture quotation are 
used; but the books of the New Testament are treated 
differently. Clement shows his acquaintance with them by 
weaving their language into his discourse; but he does not 
formally quote them as authoritative Scripture, except that he 
uses in this way sayings of our Lord, which, however, would 
seem in his use of them to derive their authority from having 
been spoken by Him, rather than from the book in which 
they were recorded. 

Until lately Clement’s Epistle was only known as preserved 
in one MS. (viz., as already stated, the Alexandrian MS. of the 
New Testament): and there not complete, for a leaf of this 
part of the MS. had been lost. But a few years ago notice was 
taken that a manuscript book in a library at Constantinople 
contained, among other early writings, a copy of Clement’s 
Epistles. Its text was made known to scholars in 1875,in an 
admirable edition of Clement, published by Bryennius, metro- 
politan then of Serrae, now of Nicomedia, a prelate whose 
learning does honour to the Church to which he belongs. And, 

C2 
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strange to say, almost about the same time a third authority 
for the text was recovered in a Syriac version, contained in a 
Syriac N. T. acquired by the University of Cambridge. In 
this MS. Clement’s Epistles regularly take the place of New 
Testament books, coming as part of the Catholic Epistles, 
after Jude, and before the Pauline Epistles, and even furnish- 
ing lessons for Church reading. 

Although I professed to treat of the Epistle of Clement, I 
have just used the plural number, ‘ Epistles’, for our MS. au- 
thorities give us two Epistles ascribed toClement. Eusebius, 
who usually speaks of Clement’s Epistle in the singular num- 
ber, mentions (III. 38) that there was a second Epistle which 
bore Clement’s name, but that it had not as much circulation 
as the former, and that it had not been quoted by the ancients. 
And internal evidence shows that the second, though an 
early document, is later, by at least a generation, than 
Clement’s genuine Epistle. Indeed, now that we have the 
document complete (for the mutilation of the Alexandrian 
MS. had until lately deprived us of the conclusion), we learn 
that it is not an Epistle at all, but a written homily, intended 
to be publicly read in Church. The writer is distinctly a 
Gentile, and contrasts himself and his readers with the Jewish 
nation in a manner unlike the genuine Clement. And instead 
of confining his quotations to the Old Testament, he has 
many citations from the Gospels, giving in one place the 
name Scripture to the source of his quotation. He used 
Apocryphal Gospels besides: one of his quotations we can 
trace to the Gospel according to the Egyptians. Yet he 
appears to have written before the great conflict with Gnos- 
ticism began, so that we may confidently ascribe the document 
to the first half of the second century. 


The “ Shepherd’ of Hermas.—Returning now to Eusebius’s 
list of disputed books, I come to treat of the ‘Shepherd’ of © 
Hermas. The passage quoted from the Muratorian Frag- 
ment (p. 59) testifies the high consideration in which the 
book was then held. Although the writer refuses to the 
‘Shepherd’ a place in public Church reading, he lays down 
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that it not only mzeh/, but ought tobe read in private, and his 
language plainly indicates that, in some places at least, the 
Church use of the book had been such as to cause danger of 
its being set on a level with the Canonical Scriptures. 
Irenzeus (IV. 20) actually quotes a passage from the book, 
with the words, ‘ Well said the Scripture’. Clement of 
Alexandria quotes the book several times, and to all ap- 
pearance fully accepts the reality and divine character of 
the revelations which it contains. Origen, commenting on 
Rom. xvi. 14, says, ‘I think that this Hermas is the author 
of the book which is called the ‘Shepherd’, a writing which 
seems to me very useful, and, as I think, divinely inspired.’ 
But his references to the book elsewhere clearly indicate that 
it did not then stand on the level of the Canonical Scriptures ; 
and he several times owns that it was not received by all.* 
In fact, the rise of Montanism made the Church mach more 
cautious in the use of non-Canonical writings. It was felt 
that the prerogatives of Scripture were infringed on, when 
the utterances of modern prophets were circulated as having 
like claims on the acceptance of Christians. An opponent of 
the Montanists (Euseb. v. 16) declares that he had abstained 
from writing against them, lest Ze should seem to desire to 
add anything to the word of the Gospel of the New Testa- 
ment, to which no one who is resolved to walk according to 
the Gospel can add anything, and from which he cannot take 
away. This state of feeling led to a severer scrutiny of the 
claims of books which had been admitted into public Church 
use; and it is intelligible why the Muratorian writer should 
deprecate the Church use of a book which he believed to be 
not more ancient than the Episcopate of Pius. The change 
of feeling as to Hermas took place in the lifetime of Tertullian. 
In an early treatise (De Oratzone) he disputes against certain 
persons who thought themselves bound tosit down at onceafter 
prayer, because Hermas is recorded to have done so. The 
book must evidently have enjoyed high authority when its 
narrative statements could thus be turned into rules of dis- 


* ἐν τῷ ὑπό τινων καταφρονουμένῳ βιβλίῳ τῷ Ποιμένι (De Princ. Iv. 11). 
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cipline. Tertullian, in reply, says nothing to disparage the 
authority of the book, but only contends that such an inference 
from it is not warranted. That the book then existed in a 
Latin translation may be inferred from Tertullian’s describing 
it by its Latin name, Pastor, contrary to his practice in 
speaking of books which he knew only in Greek. In a work 
written several years later, and after the rise of Montanism 
(De Pudic. 10), Tertullian contemptuously repudiates the 
authority of the ‘Shepherd ’, declaring that it was not counted 
worthy of being included in the Canon, but had been placed 
by every council of Churches, even of the Catholic party, 
among false and apocryphal writings.* But that the book 
still continued to enjoy some consideration appears from 
Tertullian’s going on to speak (c. 20) of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews as more received in the Churches than ‘that apocry- 
phal “Shepherd” of the adulterers’. Itis worth while to copy 
what Eusebius says of the book (iii. 3): ‘It is to be observed 
that this book has been disputed by some, on whose account 
it cannot be placed among the homologoumena ; but by others 
it has been judged most necessary for those who have 
especial need of elementary instruction. Hence, also, we 
know that it has been publicly read in Churches, and I ob- 
serve that some of the most ancient writers have employed 
itt With regard to what 15 here said about introductory in- 
struction, it is to be remarked that the feeling grew up that the 
books of Scripture were the property of the Church, and there- 
fore could not so fitly be used in teaching those who had not yet 
been admitted to it. And so Athanasius (22. “57. 39) classes 
the ‘Shepherd’, with the teaching of the Twelve Apostles 
and with some of the deutero-canonical books of the Old Tes- 
tament, as not canonical, but useful to be employed in cateche- 


* Si non ab omni concilio ecclesiarum etiam vestrarum inter apocrypha et falsa . 


judicaretur.” We can infer from the ‘vestrarum’ that the councils which condemned 
the Shepherd were later than the time of separation of Tertullian from the Church. 

T ᾿Ιστέον ὡς καὶ τοῦτο πρὸς μὲν τινῶν ἀντιλέλεκται, δι᾿ οὺς οὐκ ἂν ἐν ὁμολογουμένοις 
τεθείη, ὑφ᾽ ἑτέρων δὲ ἀναγκαιότατον οἷς μάλιστα δεῖ στοιχειώσεως εἰσαγωγικῆς κέκριται, 
ὅθεν ἤδη καὶ ἐν ἐκκλησίαις ἴσμεν αὐτὸ δεδημοσιευμένον, καὶ τῶν παλαιοτάτων δὲ συγγρα- 
φέων κεχρημένους τινὰς αὐτῷ κατείληφα. 


meets 
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tical instruction.* The ‘Shepherd’ forms part of the appen- 
dix to the Sinaitic MS.; it is also included in the list of the 
Codex Claromontanus, and some twenty Latin MSS. survive to 
attest that it had some circulation in the West. 

The book, the history of whose reception I have sketched, 
consists of three parts. The first part, called Visions, relates 
different revelations with which the author had been favoured, 
stating particularly the occasion and place of receiving each 
vision. The scene of each of these visions is laid in Rome or 
its neighbourhood, so that the document clearly belongs to 
the Roman Church. This part concludes with a narration of 
the vision which gives the name tothe book. A mancomes to 
Hermas in the garb of a shepherd, and tells him that he is the 
angel of repentance, and that he has come to dwell with him, 
being the guardian to whose care he has been intrusted. 
This ‘Shepherd’ then gives him, for his own instruction and 
that of the Church, the ‘Commandments’, which form the 
second, and the ‘ Similitudes ’, which form the third part of the 
work. With regard to the general purport of these revela- 
tions, it will suffice here to state briefly that they are intended 
to rebuke the worldliness with which the Church had become 
corrupted; to predict a time of great tribulation as at hand, 
in which the dross should be cleared away, and to announce 
that there was a short intervening time during which repent- 
ance was possible, and would be accepted. The question as 
to the possibility of forgiveness of post-baptismal gross sin 
was then agitating the Church. The solution which Hermas 
offers is, that during that short respite the then members of 
the Church might obtain forgiveness. But only once: for 
this was an exceptional favour, and those who joined the 


* Having enumerated the books of Scripture, and declared these to be the only 
fountains of salvation, to which none may add nor take away, he goes on to add, “ for 
greater accuracy’, ὅτι ἔστι καὶ ἕτερα βιβλία τούτων ἔξωθεν, ov κανονιζόμενα μὲν, 
τετυπωμένα δὲ παρὰ τῶν Πατέρων ἀναγινώσκεσθαι τοῖς ἄρτι προσερχομένοις καὶ 
βουλομένοις κατηχεῖσθαι τὸν τῆς εὐσεβείας λόγον᾽ Σοφία Σολομῶντος καὶ Σοφία Σιρὰχ, 
καὶ ᾿ΕἘσθὴρ, καὶ ᾿Ιουδὶθ, καὶ Τωβίας, καὶ Διδαχὴ καλουμένη τῶν ᾿Αποστόλων, καὶ ὃ Ποιμήν. 
And he proceeds to distinguish the two classes of books which he has enumerated 
from apocryphal books, which are only the invention of heretics, 
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Church afterwards must expect no other forgiveness than that 
which they obtained in baptism. 

Concerning the date of the ‘Shepherd,’ received opinion 
still accepts the statement of the Muratorian Fragment; that 
the author was brother to Pius, bishop of Rome, and wrote 
during his Episcopate: that is to say about the middle of the 
second century. I have said (p. 62), that I myself believe that 
statement to be erroneous; but, before discussing this point, 
it will be convenient to say something on some preliminary 
questions about which there is less room for dispute. If you 
consider these questions in order, you will be able to judge 
how far you can travel in my company.* 

(1.) Did the author wish his readers to believe that he had 
actually seen the visions, and received the revelations which 
he relates ? Donaldson (A Zostolic Fathers, Ὁ. 326) thinks that 
if Hermas fancied he saw the visions he must have been 
silly, and if he tried to make other people believe he had 
seen them, he must have been an impostor. He prefers to 
think he was neither one nor other; and therefore he looks 
on the book as belonging to the same class as Bunyan’s 
Pilgrim’s Progress, in which edifying lessons are conveyed 
through the medium of allegorical fiction, which no one is 
supposed to take as a record of actual facts. It is to me 
amazing that anyone with ordinary powers of literary per- 
ception could read the book of Hermas, and doubt that the 
author, impostor or not, intended his readers to take him 
seriously. The judgment I have quoted illustrates what I 
said (p. 379), that a man incapacitates himself for his- 


* The early date of Hermas was in recent times first seriously maintained by Zahn 
(Der Hirt des Hermas, 1868). Zahn is an authority whom it may not be safe always 
implicitly to follow, but who, at least, cannot be treated with disrespect. When he 
came forward to maintain the genuineness of the Ignatian letters he was regarded by 
many as the advocate of a hopeless cause ; but Bishop Lightfoot’s great work attests . 
that he has won the verdict. I think he would have been more successful in gaining 
adherents in the present case, if the author with whom he deals were more generally 
read; for it appears to me that many scholars simply hold fast to the traditional 
opinion about a not very interesting book which they do not care to study for them- 
selves. My own opinion was formed as the result of investigations commenced with a 
strong prepossession against the conclusion which I ultimately adopted. 
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torical criticism, if he so takes up the modern attitude of 
mind towards the supernatural, as not only to disbelieve in it 
himself, but to be unable to conceive that men in former times 
felt differently. A man might now publish an edifying fic- 
tion in the form of a vision, and without taking any special 
precaution feel sure that his readers would not imagine he 
wanted them to take it as real. But in the second century a 
writer was bound to calculate on a different state of feeling on 
the part of his readers. And, in point of fact, the ‘Shepherd’ 
was for a time very generally accepted as a record of real 
revelations. And no critic of early times, whether he accepted 
the book or not, dreamed that its author wished to convey 
any other impression. 

(2.) What, then, are we to think of what Hermas, when 
relating the circumstances of his visions, tells about himself 
and his family? Ifthe story be fiction and allegory, we have 
no right to suppose any of these details to be more real than 
the angels and towers which he sees in his visions. Nor are 
we even warranted in assuming that the name Hermas, 
ascribed to the recipient of the revelations, is that of the 
author himself. But both the story itself, and the manner of 
telling it, prove that this is no work of fiction. The author 
of such a work would strive to give some intelligible account 
of the hero of his narrative; but here Hermas, as if writing 
to people who knew him, gives no direct account of himself, 
and his story has to be deduced by piecing together several 
incidental notices. What we gather from them is, that 
Hermas had been brought to Rome as a slave; that Rhoda, 
the lady to whom he had been sold, set him free, and loaded 
him with many benefits; that he had acquired some property, 
and been engaged in trade, which he owns he did not always 
carry on honestly; that he married a not very handsome 
wife, who unfortunately was not able to govern her tongue; 
that he had other trouble with his children, who in time of 
persecution denied the faith, and betrayed their parents; that 
he thus lost house and property, but remained steadfast in the 
faith, and supported himself by agricultural labour. Some 
have imagined that the ‘Shepherd’ was a romance written in 
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the middle of the second century, but intended to have as its 
hero the Hermas mentioned a hundred years before in the 
Epistle to the Romans. But it is not credible that the author 
of a romance would invent for his hero such a history as I 
have described, representing him not even as a clergyman 
but a layman, an elderly married man, with an ill-conditioned 
wife and children. I have dwelt at length upon this point 
because I am persuaded that the key to all sound criticism 
on the ‘Shepherd’ is to understand thoroughly that the 
Hermas who tells the story is no fictitious character, but a 
real person, who published his visions for the edification of his 
contemporaries. 

(3.) But did he invent these visions, or did he himself 
believe in them? I have no hesitation in saying that he did 
believe in them. It is not merely that the whole book im- 
presses me with belief in the narrator's good faith in this 
respect; but the stories themselves, when examined, show 
every mark of being, not arbitrary inventions, but attempts 
to record the imaginations of a dream. I take, for example, 
the first vision. Hermas relates that he had one day seen 
his former mistress, Rhoda, bathing in the Tiber, and had as- 
sisted her out of the water. And, admiring her beauty, he 
thought what happiness it were for him had he a wife like 
herin form and indisposition. Further than this his thought 
did not go. But soon after he had a vision. He fell asleep, 
and in his dream he was for a long time walking and strug- 
gling on ground so rugged and broken that it was impossible 
to pass. At length he succeeded in crossing the water by 
which his path had been washed away, and coming into 
smooth ground, knelt down to confess his sins to God. Then 
the heavens were opened, and he saw Rdoda saluting 
him from the sky. On asking her what she did there, she 


told him that she had been taken up to accuse him before the 


Lord, who was angry with him for having sinned against her. 
He asks her how? Had he ever spoken a lewd word to her? 
Had he not always treated her with honour and respect ? She 
owns it, but accuses him of having entertained an evil thought, 
and tells him of the sin of evil thoughts, and their punish- 
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ment. Then the heavens were closed, and he was left shud- 
dering with fear, not knowing how he could escape the judg- 
ment of God if such a thought as his were marked as sin. 
Then he sees a venerable lady sitting in a great white chair, 
with a bookin her hands. She asks why he who was usually 
so cheerful is now so sad. On his telling her, she owns what 
a sin any impure thought would be in one so singleminded, 
and so innocent as he; but she assures him it is not for 
this God is angry with him, but because of the sins of his 
children, whom he, through false indulgence, had allowed to 
corrupt themselves ; but to whom repentance was still open, 
if he would warn them. Then she reads to him out of her 
book: of the greater part he can remember nothing, save that 
it was severe and menacing; but he remembers the last 
sentence, which was mild and consoling. She leaves him 
with the words, ‘ Play the man, Hermas’. 

Now, if we take this story as allegorical fiction, it is im- 
possible to assign a meaning to it. There is not a word more 
about Rhoda through the whole book. Why has she been 
introduced? What is she intended to represent? Why 
should Hermas be first told that God was angry with him on 
one account, and then be told that it was really on another 
account God was angry? On the other hand, the want of 
logical connexion between the parts of the story is explained 
at once if we take his own word that it wasadream. There 
is no difficulty in believing that he had seen Rhoda as he 
tells, and that the thought he had entertained afterwards 
in his sleep presented itself to him as asin. It is quite like 
a dream that Rhoda, as principal figure, should fade out, and 
be replaced by another; that sensations of physical distress 
in his sleep should suggest the ideas, first of walking on and 
on without being able to find an outlet; afterwards of mental 
distress at words spoken to him ; and altogether like a dream, 
too, that he should imagine himself to have heard a long dis- 
course, yet be able to tell nothing of it but the words heard 
just before awakening. It therefore seems to me quite false 
criticism to put any other interpretation on the story told by 
Hermas than that his ‘visions’ commenced in the manner 
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he describes, by his having what we should call a very vivid 
dream. He was much impressed by it, and when, in the 
following year, he dreamed again of the lady and her book, 
he regarded it as a divine communication, and set himself, by 
fasting and prayer, to obtain new revelations. More visions 
accordingly followed, and he made himself known to his 
Church as favoured with Divine revelations. I see no reason 
for doubting the truth of this story, though I naturally think 
that the visions of Hermas gained a good deal in coherence 
when he came to write them down. I believe, also, that the 
last two sections of his work contain records of his waking 
thoughts, which he regarded as inspired by an angel who, 
he had persuaded himself, had come permanently to dwell 
with him.. The conclusion, then, at which I arrive is, that the 
work of Hermas is not to be classed with Bunyan’s Pelgrzm’s 
Progress, but rather with the revelations of St. Teresa, St. 
Francesca Romana, St. Gertrude, St. Catherine of Siena, and 
other literature of the same kind, of which there is such 
abundance in the Roman Catholic Church. 

Are we, then, who do not believe in the revelations of 
Hermas, to set him down as a crazy person, and to regard 
those who believed in him as fools? “<The examples I have 
just cited may make us hesitate before coming to such a com 
clusion. St. Teresa, for instance, visionary as she was, did 
much useful work, and exhibited a large amount of practical 
good sense. In respect of sobriety, the visions of Hermas 
contrast very favourably with some of the other literature 
with which I have compared them. I will not discuss the 
vision of Col. Gardiner, which was accepted as real by Dr. 
Doddridge, nor need I remind you how many persons who 
can by no means be described as fools have thought it worth 
while to record remarkable dreams, under the belief that 
supernatural intimations might thus have been given. But 


if you think that the Church of Rome was in the beginning - 


of the second century too easy in its reception of the revelations 
of Hermas, I will ask you to bear in mind that the men of 
that age are not to be scorned because their views as to God’s 
manner of governing His Church were different from what 
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the experience of so many following centuries has taught us. 
We all believe that in the time of our Lord and His Apostles 
a great manifestation of the supernatural was made to the 
world. How long, and to what extent, similar manifesta- 
tions would present themselves in the ordinary life of the 
Church, only experience could show. Again, if we are able 
to give a natural explanation of some mental phenomena 
which were once thought to indicate supernatural interference, 
it is no disgrace to men of early times that they were not ac- 
quainted with modern philosophy. Even in the Church of 
Rome, though we may think it gives credence too lightly to 
modern miracles, a visionary would now receive from her 
spiritual guides instruction as to the possibility of deception, 
and as to the need of caution, for which, in the second century, 
no necessity might be felt. 

(4.) I come, then, to the question, Did Hermas see his 
visions in the Episcopate of Clement? He himself plainly 
intimates that he did. For he states that in his vision he re- 
ceived the following instructions:—‘ You shall write two 
books, and send one to Clement and one to Grapte. And 
Grapte shall admonish the widows and orphans, and Clement 
shall send it to foreign cities, for to him that office has been 
committed. And you shall relate it to the presbyters of the 
Church.’ The natural inference from this passage is, that at 
the time of the vision Grapte was what we may describe as 
chief deaconess of the Roman Church, and that Clement was 
the organ by which it communicated with foreign Churches. 
And we have every reason to think that he was so described 
on account of the celebrity gained not long before by his letter 
sent to a distant Church. Different ways have been devised 
of escaping this inference. I really don’t know whether we 
are to count Origen as rejecting the obvious meaning of the 
passage, though he does manage to find an allegory in it. 
He treats (De Princip. iv. 11) of three modes of interpreting 
Scripture, corresponding to the tripartite nature of man—body, 
soul, and spirit. And he imagines that he finds them indi- 
cated in this passage, Grapte, who instructs those of lowest 
spiritual discernment, being the literal interpretation, and 
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Clement and Hermas himself representing the two higher 
methods of interpretation. A solution more acceptable to 
modern habits of thought is that a real Clement is intended, 
only not the Clement who wrote the Epistle to the Corinthians. 
But it must be pronounced extremely improbable that within 
a comparatively few years of the writing of that letter there 
should be another Clement, whose function it also was to 
communicate on behalf of the Church of Rome with foreign 
Churches, but who has left on ecclesiastical history no trace 
of his existence.* A third solution is that Hermas, no doubt, 
wished his readers to believe that he saw his visions in the 
Episcopate of the well-known Clement; but he was telling a 
lie. He really wrote forty or fifty years later. But we can- 
not adopt this solution unless we abandon the results we 
have already obtained. If the work is a mere fiction, the 
imaginary hero may have lived under Clement, and the real 
author when you please; and his name may or may not have 
been Hermas. JBut if he was a man who told his contempo- 
raries of visions, real or pretended, which he claimed to have 
seen himself, it would be absurd of him to destroy his chance 
of being believed, by asserting that he saw the vision at a 
time when it was notorious that he had either not been born, 
or could have been onlya child. It is to be remembered that 
the vision represents him to have been then an elderly mar- 
ried man, with a grown-up family. I must add, that Hermas 
had no motive whatever for antedating his work. His pro- 
phecy announced tribulation close at hand, and only a short 
intervening period for repentance. It would be absolutely 
contrary to his interest to pretend that the prophecy had been 
delivered forty or fifty years previously. All his readers 
would then know that the prediction had failed, for nothing 
had come of it. And the promise of forgiveness, which 


excluded all those baptized after the date of the prophecy, | 


would not be applicable at all to the generation to which the 
book was offered. I therefore find it impossible to resist the 


* On the method of solving historical difficulties by imagining for real characters 
duplicates unknown to history, the reader may consult 5. R. Maitland’s tenth letter 
on Fox. If he does not knowit already, he will thank me for the reference. 
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evidence afforded by this passage, that Hermas must have 
attained to middle life before the death of Clement. I may 
claim Bishop Lightfoot as agreeing with me in this result ; 
for he repeatedly speaks of Hermas as a younger contempo- 
rary of Clement (Phzlippzans, p. 167; Clement, p. 1, &c.). 

When this result has been adopted, the main question may 
be regarded as settled. For the remaining point in dispute 
concerns not the date of Hermas, but the credit due to the 
Muratorian writer. 

(5.) If we admit that the vision was seen in the Episcopate of 
Clement, can we accept the Muratorian statement that Hermas 
wrote the ‘Shepherd’ while his brother, the Bishop Pius, sat 
in the chair of the Church of the city of Rome? Lightfoot 
thinks we can; and he suggests modes of reconcilement, 
which, indeed, I tried for a long time myself before I could 
persuade myself to abandon the Muratorian statement alto- 
gether. Hermas may have been considerably the older of 
the two brothers: perhaps we may give up half the Mura- 
torian statement, and believe that he was the brother of Pius, 
but not that it was during his Eprscopate he wrote the ‘ Shep- 
herd’; perhaps if we had the Greek of the Muratorian fragment 
we might not find that assertion there. Then, again, we have 
not such certain knowledge of the dates of early Roman 
Episcopates as to forbid our manipulating them a little. 
Could we not screw up the date of Pius somewhat, and 
screw down the date of Clement? Possibly we could bring 
down the date of the death of Clement as late as 110; and 
perhaps we might bring up the accession of Pius earlier than 
139, which Lipsius names as the earliest admissible date. 
But I abandoned these attempts when I saw that a real 
reconcilement with the Muratorian writer was in the nature 
of things impossible. His object was to prove Hermas to be 
quite a modern personage. How could he be that if he had 
attained the age of forty before the death of Clement? 

Let us inquire, then, if we are bound to reconcile ourselves 
with this writer. Who was he? Had he any real knowledge 
of the events of the Episcopate of Pius? Critics confess them- 
selves unable to answer the former question, and the majority 
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of those who accept his statement about Hermas answer the 
second question in the negative. He describes Pius as 
‘sitting in the chair of the Church of the city Rome’ and 
evidently has no suspicion that the constitution of that 
Church was different in the days of Pius and in his own. 
But in Hermas the honour of a ‘chair’ is not confined to a 
single person, and the critics of whom I speak imagine that 
Episcopacy was only then struggling, against much opposition, 
into existence. If the Muratorian writer knew nothing of 
such a patent fact as the constitution of the Church in the days 
of Pius, he cannot be an authority as to the date of publica- 
tion of a book which must have appeared, if not before, at the 
very beginning of that episcopate. I have elsewhere* given 
my reasons for thinking that the Muratorian Fragment is a 
document not earlier than the episcopate of Zephyrinus, that 
is to say, the beginning of the third century; and I will now 
mention my theory as to the discovery that the author of the 
‘Shepherd ’ was brother of Pius. This discovery is found also 
in a note appended to a very ancient catalogue of the bishops 
of Rome. Many good critics have thought that the earlier 
part of this catalogue was derived from a list made by 
Hippolytus of the bishops of Rome down to his time, which 
formed part of his Chronology. My theory, then, is, that 
Hippolytus, in the course of the investigations necessary 
for framing this list, ascertained that Bishop Pius had a 
brother named Hermas, and that he then jumped to the 
conclusion (as he was a man quite capable of doing) that 
this Hermas was the author of the ‘Shepherd’. Whether 
this theory of mine be true or not, I hold that whatever 
conclusions as to the date of the ‘Shepherd’ we draw 
from a study of the document itself ought not to be laid 
aside, in deference to the authority of a writer concerning 
whose means of information we really know nothing. If no 
more be granted than Lightfoot has conceded, its date is 
quite early in the second century, and it therefore deserves 
the highest attention from the student of Church history. 


* Smith’s Dict. Chr. Biog., articles, MURATORIAN FRAGMENT, MONTANISM. 
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And, if it be read without any prepossession to the contrary, 

I am persuaded that its contents will be found entirely to 
correspond with that early date, since it reveals an imma- 
turity of development both in respect of doctrine and of 
Church organization. 

The length of the discussion necessary to establish the date 
of Hermas precludes me from treating of many interesting 
questions raised by the contents of the book; and I will only 
say something as to what we may gather from it as to Church 
organization. It has been the bane of ecclesiastical history 
that so many have studied it only in the hope to gain from it 
some weapon which might be used in modern controversies. 
It is natural to think that if priority of presbyters had been 
the Church’s original rule, the government of a single head 
could not have been established without some resistance on 
the part of those who were dispossessed of their equal 
authority. It has been hoped to find some exception to the 
almost total silence of Church history as to such resistance, in 
the language in which Hermas rebukes the strifes for pre- 
cedence among Christians. I think I am without prejudice 
in this matter ; for I find it much easier to prove from Scrip- 
ture that individual Christians are bound to submit to the 
established order of the Church than to prove that the Church 
had been bound to develope its organization in one particular 
way. And for me it has only a speculative interest to inquire 
what was the process by which the Church arrived at the state 
of things that we find when Church history first comes into 
clear light at the end of the second century, at which time we 
find bishops everywhere, and no memory that there had ever 

_ been any other form of Church government. But as far as I 
can see, the question whether one presbyter had pre-eminence 
over others was one in which Hermas took no interest, and 
on which he tells us nothing. He clearly distinguishes him- 
self from the presbyters, and makes no claim to be one of 
their body. But he has something to tell us about the ‘ pro- 
phets’, the class to which, I have no hesitation in saying, he 
himself belonged. The Church had then its authorized 
teachers and rulers; but we learn from JA/andaé. xi. that 
D 
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there were, besides, ‘prophets’, or as we may call them, lay 
preachers. Sucha prophet was permitted to give exhortation 
in the public meetings for worship.* After the intercessory 
prayer had been made, the angel of the prophetic spirit would 
fill the man, and he would give exhortation to the people as 
the Lord willed. It is a mark of the antiquity of our docu- 
ment that it indicates that ‘ gifted’* persons were still per- 
mitted, as in 1 Cor. xiv. 26, to speak in the Church. It can 
readily be imagined that the interference of the rulers of the 
Church would sometimes be necessary to suppress indiscreet 
or erroneous teaching. It strikes me as possible that the re- 
bellion in the Church of Corinth, where, even in St. Paul’s 
time, spiritual gifts had been exercised without due regard to 
order, may have originated in an unsuccessful interference of 
authority with some leading prophets. It was {soon found 
expedient to confine the work of exhortation to the Church’s 
authorized teachers. When, towards the end of the second 
century, the Montanists brought prophesying again into 
prominence, precedents in their favour were neither numerous 
nor then very recent; and it was found that the inspired 
authority which these prophets claimed threatened to be sub- 
versive of all Church order and fixity of doctrine. Hermas 
belonged to an age when the exercise of prophetic gifts was 
not discouraged by the Church authorities; but he is dis- 
tinctly pre-Montanist. I have already mentioned how repug- 
nant his teaching was to the Montanist Tertullian. Hermas 
occasionally gives indications of some little jealousyt of the 
superior dignity of the presbyters. Thus, in one vision, the 
Church, who appears to him in the form of a lady, bids him 
sitdown. ‘Nay,’ he modestly answers, ‘let the presbyters be 
seated first.’ ‘Sit down, as I bid you,’ the lady replies. But his 
chief anxiety is to guard the office of prophet from being in- 
truded on by unworthy persons. Some, it would appear, 
claimed to be prophets in the modern sense of the word: per- 


* In Hermas, as in St. James’s Epistle, the Christian community is ἣ ἐκκλησία, 
the assembly for worship, ἡ συναγωγή. 

+ Those who take Hermas for a fictitious character are blind to the amusing little 
touches of human nature which constantly show themselves. 
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sons would visit them, ask them questions about their private 
affairs, and pay money for their advice; and Hermas states 
that their predictions would occasionally turn out right. But 
he urges that the Spirit of God does not speak in answer to 
questions ; that is to say, when man wishes Him to speak, but 
when He Himself chooses to speak. These false pretenders, so 
ready to prophesy in a corner, are dumb when they come into 
the Church assembly. Their whole manner of life must dis- 
tinguish the true prophet from the false: the one is meek, 
humble, easily contented; not talkative, ambitious, greedy, 
luxurious, like the other. 

The circulation which the work of Hermas obtained gives 
us reason to think that his own claims as a prophet were ad- 
mitted by his Church, and that the record of his visions was 
sent to foreign Churches as he desired. But I can well believe 
that there had been some hesitation as to recognizing him, and 
thus that a little soreness of feeling on his part may have 
arisen. For, though a pious man, he does not appear to have 
been a well instructed one; and some of his doctrinal teach- 
ing, which is not accurate when judged by the standard of our 
own day, may well have been thought unsatisfactory by the 
presbyters of his own. He does not formally quote the scrip- 
tures either of Old or New Testament; nor does he make 
much use of either, his coincidences being closest with the 
Epistle of St. James. It is very possible that he came from 
the Jewish section of the Church; but, in his work, there is 
not a trace, not to say of anti-Paulinism, but even of Judaism. 
In his teaching, the Jewish nation has no special prerogative ; 
and even the ‘twelve tribes’ are only the various nations 
which make up the Christian Church. 

Hlermas and Theodotion.—Something, however, must be 
said as to the use made by Hermas of one Old Testament 
passage ; because it has been imagined to afford an argument 
subversive of the conclusions I have arrived at as to the early 
date of the work. In the visions of Hermas (IV. ii. 4) he sees 
a terrible wild beast, from which he is delivered by the pro- 
tection of ‘the angel who is over the beasts, whose name is 
Thegri.’ This Thegri, of whom no one else makes mention, 
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had been a puzzle to commentators until not long since, when 
the solution was obtained by Mr. Rendel Harris (Fokus Hofp- 
kins’ University Circulars, 111. 75). He compares the words in 
Hermas, 6 κύριος ἀπέστειλεν τὸν ἄγγελον αὐτοῦ, τὸν ἐπὶ τῶν 
θηρίων ὄντα, οὗ τὸ ὄνομά ἐστι Θεγρί, καὶ ἐνέφραξεν τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ 
iva μὴ σε λυμάνῃ, With the words of Daniel vi. 22, ὃ θεός μου 
ἀπέστειλε τὸν ἄγγελον αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἐνέφραξε τὰ στόματα τῶν λεόντων, 
καὶ οὐκ ἐλυμήναντό με, When the use of Daniel by Hermas is 
seen beyond mistake. But, in the original, the verb corre- 
sponding to ἐνέφραξεν is 14D ; and it becomes apparent that 
we must correct Θεγρί into Ceyof, and understand ‘the angel 
who stops the mouths of the beasts’, 

This remark by Mr. Harris led to a further remark by Dr. 
Hort. He pointed out (Yohus Hopkins’ University Circulars, 
iv. 23) that the strong coincidence between Hermas and the 
book of Daniel only exists when Theodotion’s version of the 
latter book is used. The corresponding verse in the LXX, 
merely has σέσωκέ με 6 θεὸς ἀπὸ τῶν λεόντων. In another place, 
indeed, it has 6 θεὸς ἀπέκλεισε τὰ στόματα τῶν λεόντων ; but it 
neither has ἐνέφραξεν, nor does it use the verb λυμαίνομαι. It 
follows that Hermas used, not the LXX. version of Daniel, 
but that of Theodotion ; and, therefore, that we must take it 
as a fixed point in our discussions about the date of Hermas, 
that he is later than Theodotion; and Theodotion is com- 
monly believed to have made his version not very early in 
the second century. 

Now, let me say in the outset, that conclusions drawn 
from the study of the character of an entire book are not to 
be lightly displaced by an argument founded on a single 
passage. Thus, when treating of the genuineness of 1 Thessa- 
lonians, I did not think it worth while to discuss the ingenious 
little argument which Holsten (see note, p. 454) founded on 
ch.i. 3. Inthe present case we have in our hands the whole 
book of Hermas, containing many notes of time; but we 
have no trustworthy information as to the date of Theodo- 
tion’s version, and (what will presently be seen to be of more 
importance) no information what other Greek versions there 
may have been antecedent to his. We are, therefore, on 
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much firmer ground if we use Hermas to throw light on the 
history of Greek translations of the book of Daniel than vice 
versa. 

Another preliminary consideration may be mentioned, 
which may lead us to suspect that there must be some flaw in 
this argument for the later date of Hermas. The argument 
proves a little too much: it proves that the Epistle to the 
Hebrews was also written late in the second century. When 
the writer of that Epistle uses the phrase (xi. 33), ‘ stopped 
the mouths of lions,’ we can scarcely doubt that he had Dan. 
vi. 22 in his mind. We may also take it as certain that he 
used a Greek, not a Hebrew, Bible. But, if it was the Sep- 
tuagint version of Daniel that he used, how came he to 
stumble on the word ἔφραξαν instead of the ἀπέκλεισε of 
the LXX.? 

The knowledge which the Christian Church has possessed 
of Greek translations of the Bible was principally, if not ex- 
clusively, derived from Origen’s great work the ‘ Tetrapla.’ In 
the first column of that work he published the version of 
Aquila, noted for its slavish literalness and ruthless sacrifice 
of Greek to Hebrew idioms; in the second column the ver- 
sion of Symmachus, marked by greater purity of Greek; in 
the third column the Septuagint ; in the fourth the version of 
Theodotion, who is said to have been less an independent 
translator than a reviser of former translations. These were 
not the only translations which had been made before the 
time of Origen; for he recovered and published fragments of 
two or three other versions ; but these alone had reached him 
unmutilated. Of these four, the Septuagint alone is regarded 
as pre-Christian. Aquila’s, which is accounted the oldest of 
the others, is said to have been characterized by an animus 
hostile to Christianity, and to have been intended to deprive 
the Christians of the use of certain O. T. texts on which they 
had founded arguments. Accordingly, the Septuagint was 
the Greek version which was used in the Christian Church, 
with one remarkable exception, the Book of Daniel. St. 
Jerome states repeatedly that the Christian Church used, not 
the Septuagint translation of the Book of Daniel, but that of 
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Theodotion. For example, in the preface to his translation 
of the Book of Daniel, he says: ‘Danielem Prophetam juxta 
LXX. interpretes, Domini Salvatoris Ecclesie non legunt, 
utentes Theodotionis editione; et hoc cur acciderit, nescio. 
Sive quia sermo Chaldaicus est, et quibusdam proprietati- 
bus a nostro eloquio discrepat, noluerunt LXX. interpretes 
easdem linguze lineas in translatione servare;. sive sub 
nomine eorum ab alio, nescio quo, non satis Chaldeam 
linguam sciente, editus est liber; sive aliud quid cause ex- 
titerit ignorans, hoc unum affirmare possum, quod multum a 
veritate discordet et recto judicio repudiatus sit’ (see also the 
Preface to the Commentary on the Book of Daniel, the Pro- 
logue to Joshua, and Aol. cont. Ruf. 1. 33). Thus it appears 
that Jerome, who was acquainted with the Tetrapla of Origen, 
took notice that the version of the Book of Daniel in use in 
the Church of his day was that given in the Tetrapla, not in 
the Septuagint column, but in the column which presented 
the version of Theodotion. Jerome is a perfectly competent 
witness to this matter of fact, though he professes himself 
unable to offer any but conjectural explanations of it. It 
would appear that Origen said nothing to throw light on it; 
though Jerome quotes him as having, at least on one occasion, 
given, by his example, his countenance to the desertion of the 
Septuagint for Theodotion. ‘ Judicio magistrorum ecclesiz 
editio eor'um (LXX.) in hoc volumine repudiata est, et Theo- 
dotionis vulgo legitur; que et Hebrzo et ceteris translatori- 
bus congruit, unde et Origenes in nono Stromatum volumine 
asserit se que sequuntur ab hoc loco in Propheta Daniele, 
non juxta LXX., qui multum ab Hebraica veritate dis- 
cordant, sed juxta Theodotionis editionem disserere’ (272 
Dan. iv. 5). 

It is, accordingly, Theodotion’s version of Daniel which is 
ordinarily found in Greek Bibles; but the version which stood 
in the Septuagint column of Origen’s Tetrapla has been re- 
covered from a single MS., preserved in the Chigi Library, 
and was printed at Rome in 1772. It will be found appended 
to Tischendorf’s second and subsequent editions of the Sep- 
tuagint. An extant Syriac version, and the citations of 
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Jerome, fully establish its claim to be Origen’s Septuagint.* 
The Roman edition contains a comparison of the variations 
between the two versions, and a comparison will also be found 
in the Appendix to Pusey’s Danzel the Prophet, p. 606. 

Now, to speak first of the date of Theodotion’s version, 
there is one account which places it so late, that if Hermas 
used it, so far from living early in the second century, he 
could not even have lived in the episcopate of Pius. Harvey, 
for example (on Irenzus, III. xxi.), states that the version of 
Theodotion was put forth in the year A. D. 181. But here Har- 
vey followed, and not very carefully,t a most untrustworthy 
authority, Epiphanius. When it was the custom to date an 
event by the year of the emperor’s reign in which it occurred, 
it plainly would be impossible to know the interval between 
events which happened in different reigns without knowing 
the succession of emperors, and the length of the reign of 
each. Such knowledge was therefore a necessary part of the 
stock in trade of a skilled chronologer. In the passage referred 
to (De Menss. et Pondd., 17), which treats of Greek transla- 
tions of the Bible, Epiphanius goes somewhat out of his 
way to exhibit his possession of this knowledge; but his 
information was not very accurate, and whatever may have 
been the errors for which he is himself responsible, they 
have been so largely added to by his transcribers, that his 
Greek text, as printed by Petavius, exhibits a really stu- 
pendous mass of blunders. Dr. Gwynn was good enough 
to consult for me, at the British Museum, a Syriac transla- 
tion, bearing date before A.D. 660. We are thus enabled 
to clear away the worst of the blunders, and of those that 
remain we may charitably believe that some had arisen 
through negligence of transcribers before the Syriac transla- 


* The claim is made in the subscription: Δανιὴλ κατὰ τοὺς 6. ἐγράφη ἐξ ἀντιγράφου 
ἔχοντος τὴν ὑποσημείωσιν ταύτην᾽ ἔγράφη ἐκ τῶν TeTpaTAGY, ἐξ ὧν καὶ παρετέθη. 

t+ Harvey got the date 181 by taking Epiphanius to have said, ‘in the second 
year of the reign of Commodus’; but what Epiphanius says is, ‘in the reign of the 
second Commodus’. The Paschal Chronicle, also following Epiphanius, places the 
publication of Theodotion’s version in the consulship of Marcellus and A¢lianus, 
that is, in the year 184. 
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tion was made. What we are here concerned with is, that 
Epiphanius means to say that the translation of Symmachus 
was made, not, as the Greek has it, in the reign of Severus, 
but in the reign of Verus, by whom Epiphanius means 
Marcus Aurelius, that being his paternal name; and that the 
translation of Theodotion was made in the following reign, 
which Epiphanius calls that of Commodus the Second; for 
he had previously mentioned a Lucius Aurelius Commodus, 
by whom he means the partner of Marcus Aurelius, com- 
-monly known under his adopted name of Verus. 

It was, however, easier for Epiphanius to get authentic in- 
formation as to the succession of Roman emperors than as 
to the history of Greek translations of the Old Testament. 
I need not inquire how many of his blunders arose from 
erroneous information, how many from a habit of supplying 
by invention the defects of his information. In the present 
case the latter cause seems to have been largely in opera- 
tion. In Origen’s columns the versions stood in the order, 
Aquila, Symmachus, LXX., Theodotion, from which Epi- 
.phanius jumped to the conclusion that Aquila, Symmachus, 
. Theodotion, was the chronological order. So, having placed 
Symmachus in the reign of Aurelius, which is probably 
too early, he puts Theodotion in the following reign. We 
find additional reason for distrusting him when we read 
-what he goes on to tell about Theodotion, who, according 
to his account, was a native of Pontus, and had been a 
disciple of Marcion until he became a proselyte to Judaism, 
when he learned the Hebrew language. But we learn 
from Irenzus that Theodotion was really an Ephesian ; 
and we can have little doubt that Epiphanius has mixed up 
-Theodotion with another translator of the Old Testament, 
Aquila, who was a native of Pontus, and of whom also the 
story is told that he had been a Christian before he became a 
proselyte to Judaism. And it would seem to be for no better 
reason than because he has placed Theodotion at Pontus, that 
Epiphanius makes him a disciple of the great Pontic heresi- 
arch, Marcion. We must then dismiss Epiphanius’s whole 
account of Theodotion as being absolutely without historical 
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value. It may not be all pure invention; but we have no 
means of disentangling the grains of truth it may possibly 
contain. . 

With respect to the date of Theodotion, we can say, with 
certainty, that Epiphanius has placed it too late in naming 
the reign of Commodus (180-192). For Irenzeus, who wrote in 
the beginning of that reign, speaks (iii. 21) of the versions of 
Aquila and Theodotion, and as we shall presently see, his 
use of the latter translation is such as to show that it could 
not then have been recent. Irenzus does not mention Sym- 
machus; and so it is probable that he, and not Theodotion, 
was the latest of the three translators just named. When we 
have rejected the testimony of Epiphanius, we are left without 
any precise information as to the date of Theodotion; but I 
have no wish to dispute the common opinion that he lived in 
the second century, because the question with which we are 
really concerned is whether he did more than revise a previous 
translation different from the Septuagint. 

Though it is only within very wide limits we can tell when 
Theodotion lived, we can assign a later limit to the time when 
his version of the book of Daniel came into use in the Chris- 
tian Church. Its use was not due, as some have supposed, to 
the influence of Origen, but is to be found in the previous 
century. Overbeck has carefully examined (Quest. Hippol. 
Specimen, p. 105) the quotations from Daniel made by Irenzus 
in his great work on heresies, with the result of finding that 
Ireneeus habitually uses the version of Theodotion, not that 
of the LXX. Since we know the greater part of Irenzus 
only through the medium of a Latin translation, it might be 
objected that the quotations only inform us as to the version 
in use in the time of the translator, and not that used by 
Irenzus himself. Overbeck, therefore, has pointed out three 
passages in particular where the argument of Ireneus turns 
on words peculiar to Theodotion’s version. These are the 
quotations of Dan. xii. 7, in ΕΝ. xxvi. 1; of Dan. ii. 44, in V. 
xx. 1, and V. xxvi. 2. Ina citation of Dan. xii. 9, 10, which 
Irenzus (I. xvi.) reports as made by the Marcosians, there is 
a conflation of the two versions. Overbeck has also studied 
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the citations in the work of Hippolytus on Antichrist, and 
finds, as might be expected from the fact that Hippolytus was 
a hearer of Irenzus, that he also used the version of Theodo- 
tion. This result is confirmed by Bardenhewer’s study of the 
remains of the work of Hippolytus on Daniel, his report being - 
that Hippolytus not only used the version of Theodotion, but 
seems ignorant of any other, and that his interpretation some- 
times directly contradicts the Septuagint version. 
Archbishop Ussher, in his Syxtagma de L XX. Interpret. 
Versione, prints Justin Martyr’s quotations from Dan. vii., 
and the quotations of Tertullian and of Clement of Alexan- 
dria from Dan. ix. On examining these passages, I found 
that Justin’s quotations were taken from the LXX., the varia- 
tions not being greater than are found on comparing with 
that version Justin’s citations from other books of Scripture, 
but those of Tertullian and Clement from Theodotion. And 
in this result, as far as regards Clement, Overbeck agrees. 
But the case of Tertullian is curious. Ussher’s citations are 
taken from the work, Adv. Fudeos, of which chap. 9, and 
those following, have been suspected by Neander to be spu- 
rious.* But in Tertullian’s other writings his citations are 
from the Septuagint. A single example will suffice as illus- 
tration. The words (Dan. x. 11) translated in our version, 
“Ὁ Daniel, a man greatly beloved,’ are rendered in the LXX. 
Δανιήλ, ἄνθρωπος ἐλεεινὸς εἶ; but by Theodotion, ἀνὴρ ἐπιθυ- 
μιῶν. Now in De Fezun. 9, the passage is quoted in the 
form, ‘ Daniel, homo es miserabilis’; but in Adv. Fudeos g, 
‘Vir desideriorum tu es.’ The treatise against the Jews, if 
written by Tertullian, must have been one of his latest works, 


* Neander’s main ground for suspicion (Amtignosticus, ii. 530, Bohn) is that the 
treatise against the Jews has several passages in common with the third book against 
Marcion, which cohere with the context in the latter work, not in the former, It is 
clear, therefore, that the author of the former treatise borrowed these passages; but 
I hesitate to say that we can thence infer he was not Tertullian; for it is common 
with voluminous writers to save themselves trouble by turning to new account what 
they had written on a former occasion. I have myself pointed out (Hermathena, 
I. 103) that the use made (chap. 8) of the chronology of Hippolytus proves that the 
treatise against the Jews cannot be much earlier than A. D. 230, a time however 
when, there is reason to believe, Tertullian was still in literary activity. 
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and full forty years later than the treatise of Ireneus. It 
might seem more likely than not that in that interval of time 
Theodotion’s Daniel, which was habitually used by Irenzus, 
would have been made by translation accessible to Latin- 
speaking Christians. Cyprian shows acquaintance with both 
versions, using, for instance, the LXX. form of Dan. ii. 35, 
Test. ii. 17; but ordinarily Theodotion: see, for example, 
Dan. xii. 4, in Zes¢. i. 4. In anycase, it seems to follow from 
what has been said, that the so-called Septuagint Daniel was 
accepted as such at the time that the early Latin translation 
used in Africa, was made; and that it was during the interval 
between Justin Martyr and Ireneus that it came to be super- 
seded in the Christian Church by Theodotion’s version. The 
latter version could scarcely have been very modern when it 
achieved so great a success: but how much older it was we 
are unable to say. 

But I have my doubts whether, instead of propounding 
the question when and how the Septuagint version of Daniel 
came to be superseded by Theodotion’s, we ought not rather 
to inquire how, when, and where the Chigi version came to 
be taken for the Septuagint. In fact, the received opinion of 
a silent rejection of the LXX. version is attended with great 
difficulties. The interval between Justin Martyr and Irenzus 
does not put much more than thirty years at our disposal in 
accounting for the change. Irenzus (III. xxi.) believed in 
the divine inspiration of the Seventy interpreters. Does it 
seem likely that he would cast away a portion of what he 
believed to be their work without a word of explanation: Is 
it not strange, too, that the upstart version should meet as 
much acceptance in Alexandria as in Gaul? And is it not 
strange, too, that it should be Theodotion, who of all the 
ancient interpreters followed most closely the lines of the 
LXX., and is supposed to have been least acquainted with 
Hebrew or Chaldee, who should have cast the LXX. com- 
pletely aside, and made a totally independent translation: I 
am therefore disposed to believe that Theodotion followed the 
lines of an older version,* and that this was the one used by 


* Dr. Gwynn has noted a verse (x. 6) in the LX X. Daniel, which affords ground 
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Irenzus. In fact, our common use of the phrase ‘the Sep- 
tuagint’ attributes to that work greater unity than it really 
possesses. Critics are now agreed that the different books 
included in it were not all translated by the same hands or at 
the same time; so that it is really not a single version, but 
a collection of different versions. Ifa purchaser now asks for 
a copy of the Septuagint, the book that goes by that name, 
which the bookseller will offer him, will contain, not the 
Chigi version of Daniel, but Theodotion’s version. May it 
not be the case that Irenzeus and Clement had no intention of 
superseding the Septuagint, but only that the collection to 
which they gave the name of Septuagint, instead of the Chigi 
Daniel (which was accepted as part of the Septuagint in 
Palestine, where Justin Martyr lived and where Origen made 
his Hexapla), contained a different version; probably not 
Theodotion’s, but the version which was the basis of Theodo- 
tion’s revision ? 

At all events, an examination of the Chigi Daniel will 
make it appear intensely improbable that this could have 
been the only version through which the book of Daniel was 
known to Greek-speaking Jews until the second century after 
Christ. For this version is not so much a translation as a 
free reproduction of its original, bearing to Theodotion’s ver- 
sion the same relation that the Apocryphal First Book of 
Esdras bears to the corresponding portions of the Canonical 
Scriptures. Dr. Gwynn’s conjecture seems to me well worthy 
of consideration, that the Apocryphal Esdras and the Chigi 
Daniel may have had the same author. There is one remark- 
able coincidence between them: ἀπηρείσατο αὐτὰ ἐν τῷ εἰδωλείῳ 
αὐτοῦ (1 Esdras ii. το; Dan. i. 2). And the two works re- 
semble each other, not merely in continual arbitrary changes 


for a suspicion that it was based on a former version, in points at least approaching 
to Theodotion’s. There is nothing in the Hebrew corresponding to τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ © 
ὡσεὶ θαλάσσης ; but this rendering might be accounted for as an editorial re-writing 
of τὸ σῶμα αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ θαρσίς, a literal rendering of the Hebrew preserved by Theodo- 
tion. The rendering of Tharshish by θάλασσα, though quite exceptional in the LXX., 
is found once, Is. ii. 16, and has rabbinical authority; see also Jerome’s Commen- 
tary iz loc. ; but it seems impossible to account for στόμα, except as a corruption of 
σῶμα. 
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from the original, but in both containing ornamental addi- 
tions. As the Greek Daniel adds to the Chaldee the stories 
of Susanna and of Bel and the Dragon, so the Greek Esdras 
adds the story of the three young men at the Court of King 
Darius. The latter even contains a hymn after the pattern of 
the ‘ Song of the three Children’, though on a much smaller 
scale. And, though the Book of Esdras had not the good 
fortune to be admitted into the Canon of the Council of Trent, 
no part of the deutero-canonical books has received more ex- 
tensive Patristic recognition than the story just cited. The 
Apocryphal Esdras may very possibly be an older trans- 
lation than the Canonical Ezra; for the latter is a separate 
book from that of Chronicles; but to all appearance they had 
formed one book when the translation of the Apocryphal 
Book was made; and that this was the original form of the 
Hebrew may be gathered from the identity of the last verse 
of Chronicles with the first verse of Ezra. This difference 
of form of the two Greek books prevented them from being 
taken as different translations of the same book; and so, 
both passed as distinct books into the Greek Bible under the 
names of First and Second Esdras. But, if the range of 
contents of the two books had been the same, it might 
well have happened that the Apocryphal Esdras might 
have been placed by Origen in his Septuagint column, and 
the Canonical Esdras in the Theodotion column; and then 
we should have a parallel to what has happened in the case 
of the two versions of Daniel. 

However, I hope that nothing that has been here thrown 
out as conjecture will be regarded by the reader as essential 
to my argument. We evidently cannot infer, from coinci- 
dence in a single verse, that Hermas was later than Theodo- 
tion, if it is possible that in that verse Theodotion followed 
the lines of an older translator. So the question is, Have we 
reason to think, as Dr. Hort’s argument assumes, that if 
Hermas had been older than Theodotion he must have used 
the Chigi version? I have just said that it is more probable 
than not that, long before the second century after Christ, the 
Chigi version should have had to encounter the rivalry of a 
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more faithful translation. And an examination of the New 
Testament goes far to enable us to assert as a fact what has 
been here thrown out as a probability. Dr. Gwynn furnished 
me with a table of the New Testament citations of Daniel, 
compared with the corresponding renderings in Theodotion 
and in the so-called Septuagint. And, instead of the table’s 
exhibiting an exclusive use of the latter version, I was really 
surprised how little evidence it afforded that that version was 
even known to the N. T. writers, though it must certainly 
have been in existence long before their time. I have already 
referred to the Epistle to the Hebrews. The Apocalypse is 
the N. T. book which makes most use of the Book of Daniel. 
In that book the result of the comparison is, that there are 
several passages in which St. John does not use the LXX., and 
does approach nearer to Theodotion; and that there is no- 
thing decisive the other way. So that I actually find in the 
Apocalypse no clear evidence that St. John had ever seen the 
so-called LXX. version. The following are some of the 
passages in question :— 

(1) Rev. ix. 20: τὰ εἴδωλα τὰ χρυσᾶ καὶ τὰ ἀργυρᾶ καὶ τὰ 
χαλκᾶ καὶ τὰ λίθινα καὶ τὰ ξύλινα ἃ οὔτε. βλέπειν δύνανται οὔτε 
ἀκούειν οὔτε περιπατεῖν. There is not a word of this in the 
LXX. ; but Theodotion has, Dan. v. 23, τοὺς θεοὺς τοὺς χρυσοῦς 
kal ἀργυροῦς καὶ χαλκοῦς καὶ σιδηροῦς καὶ ξυλίνους καὶ λιθίνους, ot 
οὐ βλέπουσι καὶ οἱ οὐκ ἀκούουσι. 

(2) Rev. x. 5: ὦμοσεν ἐν τῷ ζῶντι. So Theod. Dan. xii. 7; 
but LXX., ὦμοσε τὸν ζῶντα. 

(3) Rev. xii. 7: Μιχαὴλ... τοῦ πολεμῆσαι. Theod. has 
also τοῦ πολεμῆσαι (Dan. x. 20); but LXX., διαμάχεσθαι without 
TOU. 

(4) Rev. xiii. 7: πόλεμον μετὰ τῶν ἁγίων. So Theod. (Dan. 
vii. 21); but LXX., πρὸς rove ἁγίους. 

(5) Rev. xix. 6: φωνὴ ὄχλου. So Theod. (Dan. x. 6); but | 
LXX., φωνὴ θορύβου. 

(6) Rev. xx. 4, and Dan. vii. 9. Apoc. and Theod. have 
κρῖμα: LXX., κρίσις. 

(7) Rev. xx. 11: τόπος οὐκ εὑρέθη αὐτοῖς. So Theod. 
(Danvii. 35); but LXX., ὥστε μηδὲν καταλειφθῆναι ἐξ αὐτῶν. 
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If the first or the last of these examples had been found 
in Hermas, instead of in the Apocalypse, it would certainly 
have been regarded as affording positive proof that Hermas 
used Theodotion. In the present case it may be said that St. 
John was not under the necessity of using any version, and 
couid have translated for himself from the Chaldee. And so, 
no doubt, he could. And yet, I think nothing but a strong 
preconceived opinion that St. John could have used no 
other version than the LXX. would prevent the conclusion 
from being drawn that he actually does use a different 
version. The author of the Apocalypse did not write Greek 
with such facility that he should scorn to use the help of 
a Greek translation; and in fact, in the case of other books 
of Scripture, he shows himself acquainted with the Greek 
Bible. I think that some of the coincidences noted above, 
between St. John and Theodotion, especially the τοῦ πολεμῆσαι 
of No. (3), are more than accidental; but that St. John used a 
translation of some kind appears more clearly from the very 
numerous passages where Theodotion and LXX. agree, and 
St. John agrees with both—a thing not likely to happen so 
often if he was translating independently. But if St. John 
used a translation, that translation was not the LXX., with 
which he gives no clear sign of agreement. I find instances 
which may induce us to think that the version employed by 
St. John was not identical with Theodotion’s, but scarcely 
anything to show that it was the Septuagint. I only notice 
two cases where, on a comparison of the Apocalypse with the 
LXX. and Theodotion, the advantage seems to be on the side 
of the LXX. These passages are :— 

(1) Rev. i, 14: ἡ κεφαλὴ αὐτοῦ καὶ ai τρίχες λευκαὶ we ἔριον 
λευκόν, ὡς χιών, καὶ οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ αὐτοῦ ὡς φλὸξ πυρὸς καὶ of 
πόδες αὐτοῦ ὅμοιοι χαλκολιβάνῳ. Dan. vii. 9 (LXX.), ἔχων 
περι[ολὴν ὡσεὶ χιόνα καὶ τὸ τρίχωμα τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ ἔριον 
λευκὸν καθαρόν᾽ (Theod.), τὸ ἔνδυμα αὑτοῦ λευκὸν ὡσεὶ χιών; καὶ ἡ 
θρὶξ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ ἔριον καθαρόν. Dan. x. 6 (LXX.), 
οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ λαμπάδες πυρὸς. . - καὶ οἱ πόδες ὡσεὶ 
χαλκὸς ἐξαστράπτων. (Theod.), οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ λαμπάδες 
πυρὸς... καὶ τὰ σκέλη ὡς ὅρασις χαλκοῦ στίλβοντος. 
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(2) Rev. xix. τό, βασιλεὺς βασιλέων καὶ κύριος κυρίων. So 
LXX. (Dan. iv. 31), Θεὸς τῶν θεῶν καὶ κύριος τῶν κυρίων καὶ 
βασιλεὺς τῶν βασιλέων, to which there is nothing corresponding 
in Chaldee or Theodotion. The former example proves, if 
proof were necessary, that St. John was not dependent on 
Theodotion’s version; but does not prove that he used the 
LXX. I do not know that any stronger proof of that can be 
given than whatever the latter example may be thought to 
afford. 

Dr. Gwynn has also examined the use made of Daniel in 
other N. T. books, and still with the result that that use -can- 
not be accounted for on the supposition that the N. T. writers 
used only the Septuagint version of Daniel. For example, 
the words κατασκηνοῦν and ἐν τοῖς κλάδοις, which occur Matt. 
ΧΙ]. 32, are found in Theodotion’s version of Dan. iv. 7; but 
not in the LXX., which instead of κατεσκήνουν has ἐνόσσευον. 

Again, Clement of Rome (c. 34) quotes Dan. viii. 10: ‘Ten 
thousand times ten thousand stood before him, and thousand 
thousands ministered unto him’; and for ‘ ministered’ he has 
Theodotion’s word ἐλειτούργουν, not the LXX. ἐθεράπευον. 

Further, the Apocryphal Book of Baruch contains several 
verses taken from Dan. ix.; Baruch i. 15-18, being nearly 
identical with Dan. ix. 7-10, and Baruch ii. 11-16, with Dan. 
ix. 15-18. Some critics bring down this book as late as the 
reign of Vespasian, but none bring it later. Now, on com- 
paring the passages, Baruch is found to be considerably 
nearer Theodotion than the LXX. Thus, taking the latter 
passage :— 


Bat. ii. 11. ὃς ἐξήγαγες τὸν λαόν σου ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου. 

So Theod. But LXX., 6 ἐξαγαγὼν τὸν λαόν σου ἐκ γῆς 
Αἰγύπτου. 

Bar. ἐποίησας σεαυτῷ ὄνομα ὡς ἡ ἡμέρα αὕτη. 

So Theod. But LXX., κατὰ τὴν ἡμέραν ταύτην. 

. Bar. 11..14. εἰσάκουσον κύρι. So Theod. But LXX., 

. _ ἐπάκουσον δέσποτα. 

Bar. ii. τ6. κλῖνον τὸ οὖς cov. So Theod. But LXX., 
πρόσχες; instead of κλῖνον. 
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The instances adduced not only clearly prove all I want 
to establish, namely, that coincidences with Theodotion’s 
version do not prove that a document is not as early as the 
first century; but they seem to point distinctly to the ex- 
istence in that century of a version of the Book of Daniel 
having closer affinities with Theodotion’s than with the LXX. 
If the latter was the only translation known to St. John, he 
must have deliberately rejected it, and preferred to render for 
himself. And such a course would certainly be adopted by 
any Jew who was able to read the original, and who at all 
valued faithfulness of translation. Is it then intrinsically 
probable that for centuries every Jew competent to ascertain 
the fact kept to himself his knowledge of the unfaithfulness of 
the current version; and that none had the charity to make a 
better version for the use of his Greek.speaking brethren ? 
On the other hand, is it very improbable that such a version, 
if made, should now only live for us in its successors, as 
Tyndale’s translation lives for us in the Authorized English 
version ? 

However, as far as the date of Hermas is concerned, it is 
not necessary that we should arrive at any certain conclusion, 
as to whether or not there existed in the first Christian century 
any translation of the Book of Daniel but the Hexaplar Sep- 
“tuagint. All I want is to establish that we really know very 
little on the subject of first-century Greek translations. If, 
then, it can be established on other grounds that the Book of 
Hermas belongs to the early part of the second century, no 
reason for rejecting that date is afforded by the fact that we 
find in the book a verse of Daniel quoted in a form for which 
the Hexaplar Septuagint will not account. 


The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles.—It would evidently 
be impossible for me to keep within reasonable limits if I 
were to attempt to speak of all the remains οἵ early Christian 
antiquity which present interesting subjects for discussion. I 
have therefore taken as my guide the list of works whose 
claims to be included in the public ‘use of the Church 
Eusebius thought it worth while to take into consideration 

E 
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when making his list of canonical books (27. £. iii. 25). Of 
the books there mentioned there remains but one which I 
have not yet noticed. In company with the Epistle of 
Barnabas, Eusebius names ‘ what are called the Teachings of 
the Apostles’ (τῶν ἀποστόλων ai λεγόμεναι διδαχαί). I have al- 
ready (see Ὁ. 23, avdc) referred to the list of canonical books 
given some years later by Athanasius, in his 39th Festal 
Epistle; and there you find, excluded from the books of 
Scripture, but joined with the Shepherd of Hermas, as useful 
for employment in catechetical instruction, ‘ what is called the 
Teaching of the Apostles’ (Διδαχὴ καλουμένη τῶν ἀποστόλων) : 
you will observe that the singular number is used. The 
Διδαχὴ ἀποστόλων is also included in the Stchometry of 
Nicephorus (see p. 210). It is found there in an appendix 
giving a list of apocryphal books of the New Testament, viz., 
the Travels of Peter, of John, of Thomas, the Gospel of Thomas: 
then follows the Didaché, and then books to which the name 
‘apocryphal’ can only be applied in the sense that they have 
no claim to possess the authority of Scripture, viz., the Epistles 
of Clement, of Ignatius, of Polycarp, and the Shepherd. In 
this list the length of the Διδαχή is given as 200 στίχοι," by 
which we see that it was a short book, since in the same list 
the Apocalypse of St. John is said to contain 1400 στίχοι. 
Until very lately we could only form a vague judgment 
that the work known to Athanasius and Eusebius must have 
been the nucleus round which gathered the institutions which 
form the extant eight books of A fostolic Constitutions. It is now 
agreed that this work, in its present form, is not earlier than the 
middle of the fourth century; and in recent times much has been 
done to trace the history of the growth of the collection. The 
subject is too wide a one for me to attempt to enter into it; 
but it is necessary to mention an ancient tract, the founda- 
tion of Egyptian Ecclesiastical Law, first published in Greek 


from a Vienna MS. by Bickell (Geschichte des Kirchenrechts, Ὁ 


1843), but extant also in Coptic, A®thiopic, Syriac, and 


* Harnack calculates that the Didaché published by Bryennius would make 300 
στίχοι. 
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Arabic. Bickell called it 4fostolische Kirchenordnung ; and, 
in order to distinguish it from the Afostolic Constitutions, 
which, in their present form, are certainly a later work, I 
shall refer to this under the name of the‘ Church Ordi- 
nances’. Its title in the Greek MS. is ai διαταγαὶ ai διὰ 
Κλήμεντος, καὶ κανόνες ἐκκλησιαστικοὶ τῶν ἁγίων ἀποστόλων. It 
may be divided into two parts: in the first each of the 
Apostles is introduced as giving a piece of moral instruc- 
tion; in the second part the Apostles in like manner seve- 
rally give directions about ordinations and other Church 
rites. I may mention that the number of twelve Apostles is 
made out in a singular way. Cephas is madean Apostle dis- 
tinct from Peter: he and Nathanael take the place of James 
the Less and Matthias. Paul is not mentioned at all. Now, 
when this tract is compared with the seventh book of the 
Apostolic Constitutions, the latter is found to begin with a large 
expansion of the moral instruction contained in the first part 
of the former ; and the conclusion suggests itself that this tract 
was one of the sources employed by the compiler of the Afos- 
tolic Constitutions. Further, this moral instruction begins with 
what we may regard as a commentary on Jer. xxi. 8, ‘ Behold 
I set before you the way of life and the way of death’, words 
which may themselves be connected with Deut. xxx. 15, ‘See, 
I have set before you this day life and good, death and evil’. 
The ‘ Church Ordinances’ set forth in detail the characteris- 
tics of these ‘Two Ways’. One sentence of this exposition 
is quoted by Clement of Alexandria as Scripture (.Sfvomz. 1. 20, 
P- 377), whether he got it in the ‘ Church Ordinances’ them- 
selves, or in an earlier document, from which they borrowed, 
‘My son, be not a liar; for lying leads to theft’, The 
use of an earlier document is made probable by our finding 
elsewhere this teaching about the ‘Two Ways’. The Epistle 
of Barnabas consists of two parts. The first part, which con- 
tains the doctrinal teaching, is brought formally to a close in 
ch. 17, and then the writer abruptly says, Let us now pass to 
another doctrine and discipline (γνῶσιν καὶ διδαχήν). And then 
he proceeds to give the teaching of the ‘Two Ways’, present- 
ing numerous coincidences with the corresponding section in 
ἘΣ 
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the ‘Church Ordinances’. Now, a curious fact is, that this 
second section of Barnabas is not extant in the ancient Latin 
translation ; whence suspicion has arisen as to the genuine- 
ness of this portion of the Epistle. But any hesitation as to 
accepting the testimony of the Greek text is removed by the 
fact that passages from this section are expressly quoted as 
from Barnabas by Clement of Alexandria (S¢vom. ii. 18, 
Ῥ. 471), and by Origen (De Princ. I. ii. 4). And it may be 
added, as bearing on the question presently to be considered, 
whether Barnabas was original in this part of his teaching, 
that Origen, at least, appears to consider him so, quoting 
him as the authority for the teaching concerning the ‘Two 
Ways’. The probable explanation of the omission of this 
section by the Latin translator is that he left it out because 
the West was already in possession of the teaching concern- 
ing the ‘Two Ways’ in another form. Evidence of the 
existence of such a form is found in the commentary on the 
Creed by Rufinus, written towards the end of the fourth 
century. He gives (cc. 37, 38) a list of canonical and ecclesi- 
astical books, founded on that of Athanasius; but whereas 
Athanasius couples the Didaché with the Shepherd, Rufinus 
has in the corresponding place, ‘ libellus qui dicitur Pastoris, 
sive Hermas; qui appellatur Due vie, vel Judicium Petri’. 
Now, it is to be observed, that whereas Eusebius (iii. 3), 
enumerating the apocryphal books bearing the name of the 
Apostle Peter, gives the titles of four works, the Acts, the 
Gospel, the Preaching, and the Revelation of Peter ; Jerome 
in his Catalogue adds a fifth, the Judgment of Peter. We 
cannot but think that the works mentioned by Rufinus and 
by Jerome are the same; and the second title, the ‘Two 
Ways’, leads us to think that it must have contained the same 
matter as is found in the second part of Barnabas, and in the 
‘Church Ordinances’, only that instead of this teaching being, _ 
as in the latter book, distributed among the Apostles, it 
was apparently, in the Western book, put into the mouth of 
Peter. 

The facts of which I have given a summary were discussed 
in an able Paper by a Roman Catholic divine, Krawutzcky, in 
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the Theol. Quartalschrift, 1882, who drew from them the follow- 
ing inferences : that, as early as the second century, the section 
in Barnabas which treated of the ‘Two Ways’ was expanded 
and formed into a separate tract; that it came into Church use, 
and was the work cited as Scripture by Clement of Alexan- 
dria; that, to give greater weight to the teaching, it was put 
into the mouth of Peter; that this work was made use of by 
the compiler of the ‘Church Ordinances’, who made the alte- 
ration of distributing the teaching among the twelve Apostles ; 
that the compiler of the seventh book of the Afostolzc Constt- 
tutions, without any aquaintance with the ‘ Church Ordinances’, 
made independent use of the ‘Two Ways’; so that by com- 
parison of the ‘ Constitutions’ and ‘ Ordinances’, a restoration 
of the earlier work which furnished a common element to both 
might be obtained. 

Within two years scholars found reason to think that it 
was quite true that the ‘Constitutions’ and ‘ Ordinances’ had a 
common source, but that there was no need of conjectural resto- 
ration in order to recover it. I have related (p. 19, azfe) the 
discovery by Bryennius at Constantinople of a complete copy 
of Clement’s Epistles. Thesame volume contained other Eccle- 
siastical writings, and in particular a complete Greek text of 
Barnabas. The attention of the discoverer seems at first to 
have been quite absorbed by the use to be made of his volume 
in restoring the text of previously known documents; and 
though he published his edition of Clement in 1875, it 
was not till the close of 1883 that he gave to the world a 
previously unpublished work contained in the same volume. 
This bears the heading ‘Teaching of the Twelve Apostles’ 
(Διδαχὴ τῶν δώδεκα ἀποστόλων), and commences ‘ Teaching of 
the Lord by the twelve Apostles to the Gentiles’. It then 
goes on to give the teaching of the ‘Two Ways’, which occu- 
pies the first half of the tract. Then follows a second part, 
giving directions first about baptisms, then about Eucharistic 
formule, then about Church teachers, and in conclusion there 
is an eschatological passage treating of the Second Coming 
of our Lord. This work bears every mark of very great anti- 
quity; and it has been commonly accepted as belonging to 
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the beginning of the second century, if not to the latter part 
of the first. And it has been generally recognized as the 
work known to Eusebius and Athanasius, and as the common 
source of ‘Ordinances’ and ‘Constitutions’. Krawutzcky, how- 
ever, resists the temptation to regard the Didaché as the ful- 
filment of his critical anticipations. He maintains that the 
result of a comparison of the ‘ Ordinances ’ and the Didaché 
is not that the one book borrows from the other, but that both 
have employed a common source. And he holds that the 
Didaché displays Ebionite tendencies, and was probably not 
written before the close of the second century. And ‘it is 
quite true that there is much in the book that not only a 
Roman Catholic, as Krawutzcky is, might naturally dislike 
to accept as orthodox teaching, but with which even a mem- 
ber of our own Church cannot feel satisfied. 

I do not count among reasonable causes of offence that 
the book displays great immaturity of Church organization, 
but rather accept this as a proof of the great antiquity of 
the document. In that part which treats of Church teachers 
the foremost place is given to Apostles and Prophets. But 
the word ‘Apostle’ has not the limited meaning to which 
modern usage restricts it. The ‘ Apostles’ are wandering 
missionaries or envoys of the Churches. Directions are given 
as to the respect to be paid to an Apostle, and the entertain- 
ment to be afforded him by a Church through which he 
might pass; but it is assumed that he does not contemplate 
making a permanent stay. On the contrary, if he demands 
lodging for more than two nights, or if on leaving he asks 
from his entertainers a larger supply than will suffice to carry 
him to his next lodging, he shows that he is no true prophet. 
Now, the word ἀπόστολος was in Jewish use applied to mes- 
sengers sent by the rulers at Jerusalem with letters to Jewish 
communities elsewhere ;* it is used in the New Testament of 
envoys or commissioned messengers of the Churches (2 Cor. 
viii. 23; Phil. ii. 25); but those are called in a special sense 
Apostles who derived their commission not from men, but from 


* See references in Lightfoot (Galatians, p. 92). 
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Jesus Christ. Hermas, also (577. ix. 15), appears to use the 
word in a wide sense, representing the building of the 
Church as effected by forty ‘apostles and teachers’, and these 
as not holding the foremost place in the work. The use of 
the word, therefore, in the Didaché affords no cause of offence, 
but attests the antiquity of the document. The chief place in 
the instruction of the local Church is assigned to the ‘ pro- 
phets’, whose utterances were to be received with the respect 
due to their divine inspiration, and who were entitled to re- 
ceive from their congregations such dues as the Jews had 
been wont to render to the high priests. The possibility is 
contemplated that in the Church there might be no prophet. 
In that case the first-fruits are to be given to the poor. 
Mention is also made of teachers, by which I understand 
persons who gave public instruction in the Church, but who 
did not speak ‘in the spirit’, as the prophets did. The place 
assigned to the prophets corresponds very well with the state 
of things which I infer from Hermas, but with this notable 
difference, that in Hermas the prophets appear to be subordi- 
nate to the presbyters. Here, on the contrary, the first men- 
tion is only of apostles and prophets; then directions are 
given for Sunday Eucharistic celebration, and then is added 
‘elect, ¢hercfore,* to yourselves bishops and deacons’. These, 
we are told, are to be honoured with the prophets and teachers, 
as fulfilling like ministration. The inference then suggests 
itself that at the time this document was written the Eucharist 
was only consecrated by the president of the Church assembly, 
who held a permanent office, and who, probably, might also 
be a preacher; but that in the mind of the writer the inspired 


* The Didaché fails to give any confirmation to the theory put forward by Mr. 
Hatch in his ‘Bampton Lectures’, that bishops and deacons were primarily ap- 
pointed for the administration of the Church funds. Knowing that such administra- 
tion was one of the bishop’s functions in the time of Justin Martyr, we are rather 
surprised to find no mention in the Didaché that gifts intended for the poor passed 
through the hands of the bishops or deacons. Whatever may be meant by ‘the 
gifts’ in Clem. Rom., ch. 44, the function there ascribed to the presbyters is that 
of offering, not of administering them ; and the displaced Corinthian presbyters are 
. commended, not for the integrity with which they had discharged the latter office, 
but for the meekness with which they had ‘ borne their faculties’ in the former. 
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givers of public instruction held the higher place. No men- 
tion is made of the necessity of obedience to any central 
authority at Jerusalem, Rome, or elsewhere. Whether the 
state of ecclesiastical organization here indicated agree or 
not with what we may think likely to have existed in apos- 
tolic times, and whether we accept the author as a witness 
to the general practice of the Church in his time, or only as 
to that which prevailed in his own locality, or according to 
his own notions of fitness, still there is no reason for setting 
him down as a heretic, and the unlikeness of his account to 
the constitution which we know became general before the 
second century was far advanced, may be taken as proof of 
the writer’s antiquity. 

I find much more cause of offence in the Eucharistic 
prayers which are given (cc. 9, 10). In the first place, we 
are surprised to find information given as to the most sacred 
mysteries of the religion in a document clearly intended for 
the instruction of catechumens. It is free to us, no doubt, to 
suppose that in that early age no reserve was practised; but 
Athanasius recommended that the book known to him as 
the Didaché should be employed in catechetical instruction. 
Would he use it for such a purpose if it revealed what only 
‘the faithful know’? These Eucharistic prayers themselves 
contain no mention of our Lord’s institution of the rite, and 
no mention of His Body and Blood. And through the whole 
decument I find no unequivocal proof that the writer really 
believed in our Lord’s Divinity, or that he looked on Him as 
more than a divinely commissioned teacher. Krawutzcky 
remarks that the writer is silent as to the doctrines of the 
Incarnation and Redemption and of the sending of the Holy 
Ghost. Still, if he was an Ebionite, he belonged to the 
better sort of them; he is certainly no Elkesaite. He gives 
directions for the blessing of the Cup; but in the ascetic sect 
from which the Pseudo-Clementines emanated, wine does not 
seem to have been employed, even in Eucharistic celebration. 

In deciding as to the date of the Didaché, a crucial question 
is the determination of its relation to Barnabas and Hermas. 
The coincidences between the Didaché and Hermas are not 
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numerous, and there is room for controversy whether there 
is literary obligation on either side. I believe that the co- 
incidences are not accidental; but as I take Barnabas to be 
older than Hermas, I need not spend time on the later writer 
of the two, In the case of Barnabas the obligations on the 
one side or the other are too extensive to admit of dispute. 
The parallel passages of Barnabas occupy four pages in 
Bryennius’s edition. Bryennius himself entertained no 
doubt that the Didaché was indebted both to Barnabas and 
Hermas, and this view is also taken by Hilgenfeld, Harnack, 
and Krawutzcky. But Zahn and other good critics hold the 
opposite opinion ; and they advance arguments which seem 
to me to prove decisively that in that part of the Didaché 
which treats of the ‘Two Ways’ there is no obligation to 
Barnabas. The precepts in the Didaché are systematically 
arranged, following the order of the Decalogue, on which 
they serve as a commentary; in Barnabas they are quite 
promiscuous. It is not a probable hypothesis that the author 
of the Didaché went through Barnabas, picking out the 
moral precepts, and that he succeeded in arranging his ex- 
cerpts into a symmetrical whole. Yet if I am right in re- 
ferring Barnabas to the decade A.D. 70-80, if the Didaché 
was so much older, and had so much authority as to be 
thought worth pillaging by Barnabas, its claims to be really 
an Apostolic document deserve serious consideration; and 
how are we to explain the very limited circulation which 
this truly Apostolic teaching obtained, so that it has had 
the very narrowest escape of perishing altogether ? 

In solving this difficulty I have found the greatest as- 
sistance from a study of the Didaché in connexion with the 
Talmud, by Dr. Taylor.* It results from his investigations 
that the Didaché is an intensely Jewish document, and that 


* The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, with Illustrations from the Talmud, 
by C. Taylor, D.D., Master of St. John’s College, Cambridge. Through Dr. 
Taylor’s kindness I have just seen a forthcoming paper of his in the Axosztor, in 
which he studies the parts of Barnabas which are common to the Didaché, and 
establishes, by convincing reasons, the conclusion to which I had already come, that 
in these parts Barnabas is not original. 
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its contents are so well accounted for by the use of Jewish 
sources, that we lose all temptation to imagine that the 
author had need to resort to Barnabas for guidance. But 
Dr. Taylor’s illustrations do more than convince me that the 
author of the Didaché had received a Jewish training; they 
seem to me to make it probable that the ‘Two Ways’ is 
a pre-Christian work: in other words, that the author of 
the Didaché has taken a Jewish manual of instruction for 
proselytes, and has adapted it for Christian use by additions 
of his own; in particular by insertions from the Sermon on 
the Mount. This hypothesis would account for the heading, 
Teaching of the Twelve Apostles ¢o the Gentiles. It has been 
remarked by several that there is nothing in the work which 
suggests that it is intended for exclusively Gentile use; nay, 
that as I have intimated before, it does not even seem adapted 
for the use of catechumens, Jews, or Gentiles. But the title 
would be accounted for if the original of the document were 
a manual of instruction for Gentile proselytes to Judaism. 
There seems at least to be sufficient inducement to take this 
as a working hypothesis, and see how it will bear examina- 
tion. For there is a test which can be applied to it, namely, 
to examine whether Barnabas knew the Didaché in its pre- 
sent Christianized form. If he did, Barnabas was so early 
that it is unreasonable to assume that there was an earlier 
form. On the other hand, if Barnabas knew, not the 
Didaché but the supposed Jewish parent of the Didache, 
it is likely that when he adapted it to the use of his Christian 
disciples, the Jewish element in the work would no doubt 
remain the same as in the Didaché; but that the addi- 
tions of specially New Testament teaching would, except 
for some chance coincidences, be different. Now, when 
we look at the four pages in Bryennius which contain 
Barnabas’s adaptation of the ‘Two Ways’, we find that he 
has not Christianized it at all. There is no use of the Gos- 
pels, no mention of Jesus Christ, not a word that might not 
have been written before our Lord was born. I do not know 
how it will appear to others, but to my mind it comes with 
the force of demonstration, Barnabas never saw the Didaché. 
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I find it impossible to believe that if he knew that work he 
would have gone over it, adapting it to his use by carefully 
erasing every line which contained anything of specially 
Christian teaching, or which implied a knowledge of oral or 
written Gospels. Traces of such knowledge may be found in 
other parts of the Epistle of Barnabas, but not in this section. 
The supposition that the Didaché had a Jewish original becomes 
thus something more than a mere hypothesis: it is a conclu- 
sion forced on us if we believe that Barnabas did not use the 
Didaché, and that the Didaché did not use Barnabas. The 
difference of order in the two documents is at once explained. 
The author of the Didaché wrote with the Jewish original 
before him, and systematically followed its order; Barnabas, 
merely in giving practical exhortation, interwove, as his 
memory furnished them, precepts from a manual with which 
he had formerly been familiar.* And if he did not reproduce 
very accurately either the language or the order of the docu- 
ment he used, this, as Dr. Taylor has remarked, ought not 
to surprise anyone who considers how Barnabas deals with 
the Old Testament. 

If we admit that the Didaché is but a Christianized form 
of an originally Jewish book, the question whether the writer 
who gave the work its present form knew Barnabas assumes 
a different aspect. For, besides the section on the ‘Two 
Ways’, common to both books, there is one clear coincidence 
between the early part of Barnabas and the last chapter of 
the Didaché, an entirely Christian chapter, which treats of 
the Second Coming of our Lord. If I am right in supposing 
that Barnabas did not know the Didaché in its present form, 
the obligation cannot be on his side. On the other hand, all 
the marks of superior antiquity that have been found in the 
Didaché belong to the Jewish element in the book, so that 
there is no reason for denying an acquaintance with Barna- 
bas on the part of the writer who contributed the Christian 


* This introduces a new element for the determination of the question (p. 11, aztfe\, 
whether or not the so-called Barnabas was a Jew. I now suspect that he had been 
a Gentile proselyte to Judaism, and had thus become acquainted with the ‘Two 
Ways’. 
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element. There is a difficult phrase in this last chapter, 
which, if we could only be sure that we interpret it rightly, 
would afford a more direct proof of the dependence of that 
chapter on Barnabas. It gives as the first of three signs of our 
Lord’s immediate coming, σημεῖον ἐκπετάσεως ἐν οὐρανῷ. I think 
Archdeacon Edwin Palmer has given the best explanation of 
this. He refers to the words of Isaiah (Ixv. 2), ‘I have 
stretched forth (ἐξεπέτασα) my hands to a disobedient and 
gainsaying people’. Barnabas interprets this of our Lord’s 
‘stretching forth’ his hands on the cross; and Justin Martyr 
(Apol. i. 35; Zrypho 197), and several other fathers follow 
him in giving this mystical meaning to the verb ἐκπετάννυμι. 
If we could count the author of the Didaché in the number of 
these followers, his phrase is at once explained as meaning 
the sign of the cross. If this explanation be right, the rela- 
tive order of Barnabas and this part of the Didaché is de- 
termined. If Barnabas came first, the phrase in the Didaché 
is explained; but if the Didaché came first, a phrase so 
obscure would never suggest to Barnabas his interpretation 
of Isaiah, and without that interpretation we should be at a 
loss to know how the phrase came to be adopted. 

We can apply the same method of examination to the 
‘Church Ordinances’. On the first glance, indications show 
themselves of the use of Barnabas ; for the commencement of 
both is the same: ‘Hail, ye sons and daughters’! And 
in the sequel there are found other sufficient proofs of 
acquaintance with Barnabas on the part, at least, of the 
writer who gave the work its present form. JBut the 
section on the ‘Two Ways’ follows precisely the order of 
the Didaché, and not the order or disorder of Barnabas. 
The ‘Two Ways’ are introduced with a Gospel quotation : 
‘On these two commandments hang all the law and the 
prophets’; but this quotation is not found in the Didaché.* 


* There is a passage in Clement of Alexandria (Paed. iii. 12, p. 305) which sug- 
gests ause of the Didaché by its interpolation in the Decalogue of the precept οὐ 
παιδοφθορήσεις, and the passage is introduced with the same New Testament quota- 
tion as in the ‘Church Ordinances’. Clement, however, could so easily have 
supplied the quotation from his own resources that it would not be safe to infer 
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And towards the conclusion there are other New Testament 
quotations not found in the Didaché. But the general ab- 
sence of the Christian element is striking on a comparison 
of the ‘ Two Ways’ in the ‘ Ordinances’ and in the Didaché; 
for the same order is followed in both, but the additions 
from the Sermon on the Mount which appear in the latter 
are absent from the former. I notice just one coincidence. 
Where Barnabas simply has ‘Thou shalt be meek’, the Di- 
daché has ‘Be meek, for the meek shall inherit the earth’; 
the ‘Church Ordinances’, ‘Be meek, for the meek shall in- 
herit the kingdom of heaven’. I do not think this affords a 
proof that the ‘Ordinances’ used the Didaché, but rather the 
reverse. Both agree in occasionally making New Testament 
additions to precepts which occur in Barnabas in a purely 
Jewish form; but these additions are in every other case 
different. It is not strange if in this one case the precept of 
meekness suggested the same words of our Lord to the diffe- 
rent writers, who, however, show their independence by quot- 
ing them in different forms. The conclusion, then, to which 
I come is, that the first framer of the ‘Church Ordinances’ 
was not acquainted with the Didaché, and that the two works 
are independent attempts to throw Jewish instruction into the 
form of Apostolic teaching: but with this difference of form, 
that in the Didaché the whole was generally described as 
Apostolic teaching, but that in the ‘Ordinances’ the precepts 
were distributed among different Apostles. I should conjec- 
ture the latter to be an Egyptian work: the former, on ac- 
count of its strongly Jewish character, to have had its birth 
in the country east of the Jordan, where Christian Jews were 
numerous. There was, as I have said, a third form of the 
‘Two: Ways’ current in the West. For want of evidence, we 
cannot say whether the publisher of this form knew Didaché 
or ‘Ordinances’, or, as is quite possible, only the Jewish 
parent of both.* 


that Clement knew the Didaché in its Egyptian, not its Palestinian, form ; 
especially since it }would be as easy to draw a contrary inference from Cohort. ad 
Gentes, p. 85. 

* There is one Western quotation from Doctrine Afostolorum (Pseudo-Cyprian, 
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If we compare the Didaché with the Seventh Book of the 
Apostolic Constitutions we find quite a different result. There 
the New Testament illustrations from the Didaché are all re- 
produced; and it is apparent that the compiler of the ‘ Con- 
stitutions’ knew and used the Didaché. 

It seems to me, then, that there is grave reason for ques- 
tioning the common opinion that we owe to Bryennius the 
recovery of a book of great importance in the history of our 
religion—a work which had enormous circulation, and which 
has left traces of its influence in distant places. If reference 
is made to the testimonies ‘which I have already quoted, ex- 
hibiting knowledge of the existence of a book of ‘ Apostolic 
Teaching’, they will be seen to be very few. I do not find, for 
example, in the extant works of Tertullian or Irenzeus* evidence 
of knowledge of the existence of such a book. And I find no 
certain evidence that the Palestinian form of the Apostolic 
teaching was known at all in the East before the middle of 
the fourth century. The quotation by Clement is more likely 
to have been from the Egyptian form, with which he has a 
point of contact in regarding Cephas as a person distinct 
from the Apostle Peter (Euseb. 4. £#.i.12). Itseems to me 
that the book whose title Eusebius quotes in the plural num- 
ber, ai διδαχαὶ τῶν ἀποστόλων, is more likely to have been 
composed in the form in which the teaching was distributed 
among several Apostles than in that form which does not 
suggest the use of any but the singular number. Athanasius 
uses the singular number, and the date of his 39th Festal 
Epistle is so late (A.D. 367), that I should willingly believe the 
Didaché, as we know it, to be the book intended, if I did 


De Aleatoribus, p. 96, Hartel). It has affinities with a passage in Bryennius’s 
Didaché, but differs a good deal in form. 

* There is, I think, reasonable ground to infer knowledge of the Didaché from 
one of the mysterious fragments, as from Irenzus, published by Pfaff, from a Turin - 
Catena, which has since disappeared. I see no reason to doubt that Pfaff found the 
extracts ascribed to Irenzeus in the MS. which he copied; but Catenae often make 
mistakes in their ascription of authorship, and though I believe the extract in question 
to have been from the work of an ancient author, I do not believe that that author 
was Ireneus. Zahn’s remark is conclusive, that this fragment quotes the Epistle to 
the Hebrews as St. Paul’s. 
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not feel some hesitation arising from doubts already expressed 
as to whether this book is one which Athanasius would have 
put into the hands of catechumens. 

If the view I have taken be correct that the Didaché, as 
we know it, was a work of very limited circulation and in- 
fluence, which spread but little and slowly outside the purely 
Jewish section of the Church, it ceases to be of much im- 
portance in the history of the Christian Church; but it even 
gains in importance when regarded as a contribution to the 
history of Judaism, exhibiting the religious training which 
had been received by pious Jews before the Gospel was 
preached to them. I therefore turn back to examine how 
much of the Didaché can be supposed to have been based 
on a previously existing Jewish manual. To that manual 
we naturally refer the first five chapters containing the 
‘Two Ways’. The sixth is a short chapter, giving license 
to the disciple, in matters of food, not to bear the whole yoke 
if he is not able, but insisting on his at least abstaining from 
things offered in sacrifice to idols. Nothing forbids us to 
think that this was a rule of life prescribed by Jews to a 
proselyte, and the whole chapter may have been found 
textually in the original manual. 

The seventh chapter treats of baptism. The candidate is 
previously to have been taught all the preceding instructions ; 
then he is to be baptized in the name of Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost. The baptism is to take place in preference in 
running water; if this cannot be had, in standing water; if 
cold water cannot be had, it may take place in warm water ; 
by which we are apparently to understand that if neither river 
nor pond were accessible, the baptism might take place in 
drawn water, such as that of a bath. If water in sufficient 
quantity could not be had, water might be thrice poured on 
the head in the name of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 
Both baptizer and baptized were to fast previously, and, if 
possible, others with them; but in any case the person to be 
baptized must fast beforehand one day or two. It is evident 
this chapter has been Christianized; but the original docu- 
ment could hardly have failed to contain in the corresponding 
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place instructions about baptism, which was a ceremony con- 
sidered essential in the admission of proselytes. The doctrine 
of the absolute necessity of the preliminary fast receives a 
curious illustration from the Pseudo-Clementines. In the part 
of that romance (fecog. vii. 36; Hom. xiii. 11) which relates 
the baptism of Clement’s mother, Peter directs that she must 
fast one day previously. She declares that she has eaten 
nothing for the last two days (a fact to which Peter’s wife 
bears witness), and asks to be baptized at once. Peter 
smiles, and explains that a fast made without reference to 
baptism will not count. She must fast all that day; they will 
all fast with her, and then she can be baptized the next 
day. 

The next chapter in the original in all probability 
treated of fasting and prayer. The Didaché here directs the 
disciple to fast twice a week; but not on Mondays and Thurs- 
days, like the hypocrites, but on Wednesdays and Fridays ; 
and to pray three times a-day; but instead of praying like 
the hypocrites, to use the Lord’s Prayer, which is given with 
the doxology. It appears to me that the adapter here de- 
signedly departed from his original; and that the rules of 
fasting and the prayers which he calls ‘of the hypocrites’, 
were those which he found in his original, and for which he 
substitutes purely Christian equivalents. Epiphanius (faer. 
16) speaks of the Monday and Thursday fast as a Pharisaic 
institution. The author of the Didaché had, no doubt, in his 
mind our Lord’s words, which occur so often in Matt. xxiii., 
‘Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites’ ! 

The ninth and tenth chapters of the Didaché are generally 
understood as referring to the Eucharist. I have already in- 
timated some difficulty as to this view, and the difficulty is 
increased by the fact that the Eucharist is treated of in a later 
chapter (14). Why should it be treated of twice? I believe 
the answer to be, that in the corresponding place of the 
original Jewish manual the proselyte was taught as the con- 
cluding piece of his instruction forms of benediction to be used 
before and after solemn meals. These forms, I take it, the 
compiler of the Didaché adapted for Christian use, leaving it 


χα TEACHING OF THE TWELVE APOSTLES. 65 


free, however, to persons endowed with prophetical gifts to 
use different forms if they chose- These forms might be used 
in the Christian Love Feasts; but I do not believe that the 
Eucharist proper is treated of before the fourteenth chapter. 
And, in fact, if I am right in my inference from the ‘there- 
fore’ at the beginning of chap. xv., the Didaché agrees with 
Justin Martyr in making consecration the office of the presi- 
dent of the assembly, and there could be no reason why for- 
mule for the purpose should be taught to the ordinary 
disciple. It is true that the word εὐχαριστία is here used in 
the Didaché, and it is ordained that no unbaptized person 
shall eat of it. Yet I am disposed to believe the explanation 
to be, that the word Eucharist had not yet come to be used 
exclusively of the Lord’s Supper. In the Clementines great 
prominence is given to Peter’s benediction of meals in cases, 
where if an administration of the Eucharist, as we understand 
the word, be intended, Peter must have made every meal a 
Eucharist. For example, Clement, narrating his intercourse 
with Peter, previous to his baptism, says :—‘ And when he 
had said these things, and had taken food, he by himself, he 
commanded that I also should take food, and he blessed 
over the food, and gave thanks after he was satisfied,* and 
exhorted me with a word concerning that [which he had 
done}; and after these things he said, God grant thee that 
thou mayest in everything be like unto me, and mayest be 
baptized, and this same food with me thou mayest re- 
ceive.’ τ 


* Compare μετὰ τὸ ἐμπλησθῆναι (Didaché, ch. 10). 

t+ Clem. Recog. i. 19, translated for me from the Syriac by Dr. Gwynn. The 
strongest evidence that Clement of Alexandria knew the Palestinian form of the 
Didaché is, that he uses (Quis dives salvus, 20) the phrase ‘vine of David’, 
which occurs in one of these benedictory prayers. The phrase itself we may well 
believe occurred in the Jewish benediction, and there meant the Jewish people. And 
it is possible that this benediction may have been copied into the Egyptian form of 
the ‘ Apostolic Teaching’. It is generally owned that the latter part of the ‘Church 
Ordinances’, as we have them, is a later addition ; but in order to make room for that 
addition, the ‘ Way of Death’, and possibly some other portions of the original docu- 
ment have been cut away. Bornemann notices (Theol. Literaturz. 1885, 413) that 
Origen also has ‘ vere vitis que ascendit de radice David’ (Jn Librum Fudicum, 
Hom. 17). 
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I do not know whether the influence of a Jewish original 
can be traced beyond chap. x. ; and yet it is quite possible that 
a Jewish manual might contain directions as to the reception 
of ἀπόστολοι, there being Jewish officers so called, as has 
been already remarked. And if the manual had contained 
orders as to the payment of first-fruits for the support of the 
high-priests, we could understand why the Didaché, in direct- 
ing that first-fruits should be paid to the prophets, should 
add, ‘ for they are your high-priests ’. At any rate, chaps. xiv., 
xv., and the last chapter, on our Lord’s Second Coming, are 
not likely to have had anything corresponding in a merely 
Jewish book. But there is one passage about which a few 
words must be said. I have said that in the section of 
Barnabas on the ‘Two Ways’ there is no use of the Gospels ; 
but there is one passage which apparently exhibits a use of the 
Acts and of St. Paul. Barnabas says (ch. xix.) : ‘ Participate 
with your neighbour in all things, and say not that things are 
your own; for if you have been participators in that which is 
incorruptible, how much more in corruptible things.’ The 
passage strongly recalls Rom. xv. 27, and 1 Cor.ix.11. But 
the same words are found both in the Didaché and in the 
‘Church Ordinances’, save that instead of ἀφθάρτῳ we have 
ἀθανάτῳ. If we could take the three as independent witnesses, 
it would follow that there must have been corresponding 
words in the Jewish original; and then the question would 
arise whether that original may not have been old enough to 
have been known to St. Paul. But as there is also what 
looks like a use of Acts iv. 32, the passage can scarcely be 
pre-Christian ; and I am therefore disposed to believe that 
Barnabas is here the original. I have already come to the 
conclusion that the Christian adapter of the Didaché had seen 
Barnabas, and he may have made an addition from that 
source. I have not made any systematic study of the ‘Church 
Ordinances’; but I share the general belief that the latter 
half is not of the same date as the earlier portion;* and the 
later compiler may have been acquainted with the Didaché. 


* There is in the latter one very curious passage (§. 26), indicating jealousy of 
the women on the part of the Apostles, which I suspect owes its origin to something 
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Since the above was in type, Dr. Schaff has kindly com- 
municated to me a note in the forthcoming new edition of his 
work on the Didaché, from which I learn that an American 
scholar, Mr. Potwin, has called attention to the following 
passage in Origen (Ve Princ. III. ii. 7): ‘ Propterea docet nos 
Scriptura divina, omnia que accidunt nobis tanquam a Deo 
illata suscipere, scientes quod sine Deo nihil fit.’ Now, since 
we have in the Didaché (111. 10), ra συμβαίνοντά σοι ἐνεργήματα 
we ἀγαθὰ προσδέξῃ, εἰδὼς ὅτι ἄτερ θεοῦ οὐδὲν γίνεται, Mr. Potwin 
concludes that Origen knew the Didaché, and regarded it as 
Scripture. But he overlooks that the same words are found 
both in Barnabas and in the ‘ Church Ordinances’, so that it 
remains undetermined from which source Origen drew the 
words. But in the preceding chapter Origen (see p. 52, 4726) 
had quoted as from Barnabas the section on the ‘ Two Ways’;* 
and since (see p. 7, azze) he elsewhere quotes Barnabas as 
Scripture, we have no inducement to look beyond Barnabas 
for the source of the present quotation; and Mr. Potwin’s 
interesting remark appears rather to furnish additional proof 
of the respect in which Origen held the Epistle of Barna- 
bas than to establish his knowledge of the Didaché. Since 
Clement of Alexandria knew the Didaché in some form, and 
since Origen, even if he had not met the book in Egypt, would 
be likely to have heard of it during his residence in Palestine, 
I should expect that a search through Origen’s writings would 
elicit some proof of his knowledge of the Didaché; but no 
clear proof of this kind has, as far as I know, yet been pro- 
duced. 


in the Gospel according to the Egyptians. At least, the same feature shows itself in 
the Gnostic work, Pzstis Sophia, which is also Egyptian. In p. 57, when Mary, 
who has already been highly commended by the Saviour for her previous answer, is 
about to speak, Peter leaps forward, and says: ‘ Lord, we cannot suffer this woman 
to take place with us, for she will not allow any of us to speak, but is speaking very 
often ;’ and again, p. 161, Mary says: ‘I would answer, but I am afraid of Peter, 
who is threatening me, and who hates our sex’. 

* This quotation cannot be used negatively to prove that Origen was not ac- 
quainted with the Didaché, since the angels on account of whom Origen cites the 
passage are not mentioned in the Didaché. 
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